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ABSTRACT
The development of modern technology has presented new opportunities for language
instruction. In recent years, technology-mediated collaborative writing has received great
attention in research literature. The constraints and affordances of some tools, such as
Wikispaces and Google Docs for collaborative writing have been explored. Although wiki-based
collaborative writing have been conducted in a variety of contexts, studies in Google Docs-based
collaborative writing in English as Foreign Language (EFL) contexts are underrepresented in
research literature.
To contribute to research diversity, I conducted a dissertation study in an English for
Specific Purposes class at a university in southern Vietnam. Sociocultural Theory and its concept
of Zone of Proximal Development were theoretical underpinnings of this study. I explored
student interaction, contribution, and employment of scaffolding strategies in the Google Docs
platform. I also investigated the influence of task type on student collaboration and determined
whether collaborative writing activities can impact student writing quality. Furthermore, I
examined student perceptions and experiences of using Google Docs for their collaborative
writing.
I chose exploratory multiple qualitative case study as the main design for this
dissertation. Twelve students took part in this study and were assigned into three groups with
four members in each. Each group was asked to collaborate with peers to complete two writing
tasks: an argumentative essay and a medical report. I collected data from six sources: surveys,

x

Google Docs pages, revision history in Google Docs, student writing products, reflections, and
interviews.
The results showed that each group exhibited its own interaction pattern in each task. The
types and frequency of language functions, contribution, and scaffolding strategies varied among
group members. The influence of task types on student interaction could not be determined due
to inconclusive results. Further, there was no significant correlation between student
collaboration and writing quality. Finally, thematic analysis of student interviews indicated they
perceived Google Docs to have the benefits of facilitating collaborative writing and student
learning experiences. This dissertation added further insights, such as student attitudes and
technological considerations to research in technology-mediated collaborative writing and
provided some pertinent pedagogical implications.
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CHAPTER 1:
INTRODUCTION
In this dissertation I explored how Vietnamese undergraduate English as Foreign Language
(EFL) students engaged in Google Docs-based collaborative writing. Specifically, I was
interested in exploring their writing processes and products as they completed the writing tasks
in a Google Docs-based environment. There were three main reasons that informed my
dissertation study. First, the teaching of EFL recently received considerable attention in Vietnam.
Second, teaching English writing to Vietnamese students presents challenges. For instance, it
was not an easy task to teach learners how to write successfully. Third, due to the development
of modern technologies, new directions for research in collaborative writing have been proposed.
Given the fact that technology changes every day, new technological tools such as Google Docs
created more opportunities for language learners. It is necessary to explore the benefits as well as
challenges of such new tools for collaborative writing. However, few studies to date have
thoroughly investigated Vietnamese EFL student academic writing processes, especially in the
online environment.

Background of the Study
This dissertation investigated Vietnamese EFL student collaborative writing in a Google Docsbased environment. Although collaborative writing was generally understood as the writing that
involves more than one person, it is still difficult to come up with a single explanation (Speck,
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Johnson, Dice, & Heaton, 1999). Cooperative writing was yet another similar concept that
complicates the definition of collaborative writing further. Lai (2011) made an attempt
in distinguishing these two terms. She maintained that “cooperation is typically accomplished
through the division of labor, with each person responsible for some portion of the problem
solving. Collaboration involves participants working together on the same task, rather than in
parallel on separate portions of the task” (p. 6). In her words, collaborative writing required two
or more people, not only to work together but also share effort and duties for task completion.
Howard (2001) posited that in collaborative writing, students must work together in a single text
from the beginning to the end. This notion is in line with Storch’s (2013) definition of
collaborative writing in which more than two students worked collaboratively in the online
environment to produce a single text. Specifically, collaborative writing must comprise of two
components: process and product. The former describes how each member is involved in
interactions for writing completion while the latter refers to the outcome of a jointly written text.
This definition was adopted for this dissertation.
Against this backdrop, I am discussing the status quo of EFL teaching in Vietnam. Then,
I offer details regarding the language instruction within the institution where this dissertation was
conducted. This section is then followed by a statement of the problem, purpose of the study,
research questions, and the significance of the dissertation. My statement of researcher’s
positionality concludes this chapter.
An overview of EFL teaching in Vietnam. Between 1954 and 1975, when American
was involved in Vietnam’s civil war, English was introduced into this country as a foreign
language. English language learning in Vietnam was influenced by traditional ideologies,
especially Confucianism. As Bui (2015) stated, the teaching and learning of English has been
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considerably influenced by the roles of classroom teachers. In Vietnam, each teacher was
traditionally considered to be a person with “fount of knowledge” (Littlewood, 2000, p. 34) and
hence, they should be “honored and respected” (Kramsch & Sullivan, 1996, p. 206). Such
ideologies informed a passive learning style among Vietnamese learners who have a tendency
not to think independently, negotiate with teacher, or come up with their own decision (Pham,
2008). Learners were considered rude or disrespectful if they argued or discussed with their
teachers (Nguyen, 2011). According to Littlewood (2000), such conditions may impede student
creativity and independence. For instance, Trinh and Nguyen (2014) observed that in writing
classes at some colleges and universities in the southern regions of Vietnam, language teachers
tended to select a sample text for a given topic and pick out some sentences for their students.
Grammatical structures were focused in these writing classes and students were not fully
prepared with how and what to write effectively. As a result, such learners did not pay much
attention to the communicative purpose and audience for their writing; they were attempting to
produce written texts of free grammatical mistakes. In her study, Bui (2015) noticed that students
had difficulties with writing collaboration due to the impact of such traditional pedagogy. In
face-to-face settings, these students lacked necessary skills for negotiation and generation of
ideas. In wikis settings, rather than focusing on writing contents and organization, students
preferred correcting their peers’ grammar structures, vocabulary, spelling, and so forth.
With the implementation of the National Foreign Language 2020 Project, language
learning received a higher level of attention. This project stated that English language learners in
Vietnam, including K-13+ students and teachers, must be qualified in accordance with the
requirements for English as a foreign language in the national curricula. Their English language
proficiency were assessed in the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) or in
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international testing systems such as Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL),
International English Language Testing System (IELTS), and Test of English for International
Communication (TOEIC). To pass the English language requirement, K-13+ students must be
within A2 to C1 level in the CEFR or equivalent, depending on their levels and majors. As listed
in CEFR band descriptors, learners must be able to use English in four skills across all levels.
There are specific requirements for each language skill within each level. For example, in writing
skill, B2 learners should “write clear, detailed text on a wide range of subjects related to their
interests” (Council of Europe, 2012, p. 27). Similarly, the ability to write in English is also
assessed in IELTS exams. In Band 7, language users are expected to be able to “logically
organize information and ideas” (British Council, p. 1). Such requirements are in line with the
present dominance of the Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) approach in many Asian
countries (Littlewood, 2000).
To meet these new requirements, some colleges and universities developed new practices
for English language teaching (ELT) that incorporated CLT into classroom activities. For
instance, students can practice their language skills through pair or group work activities
(Barnard & Nguyen, 2010). Phan (2007) also reported teachers’ success of motivating students
to develop both linguistic and communicative competence via classroom discussions. Although
CLT still encountered challenges (Kam, 2006) due to different factors, such as clashes between
Western and Vietnamese cultural values (Ngoc & Iwashita, 2012), positive results reported from
these CLT classrooms added further evidence for the feasibility of this approach in Vietnam.
EFL instruction in a local institution. In this section, I am presenting an overview of
the EFL instruction in the research site of my dissertation. The Department of Foreign
Languages at a university in southern Vietnam where I had most affiliation with was responsible
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for preparing first- and second-year medical students with English for Academic (EAP) and
Specific Purposes (ESP). Here, students are trained to become doctors or pharmacists, depending
on their selected major. Each student is required to take four courses of English language so that
they can practice EAP and ESP in four skills—listening, reading, speaking and writing. In their
first year, medical students are enrolled in two courses of English for Academic Purposes (EAP)
while in their second year, students take two other courses of English in Medicine. Each fourcredit course lasts 15 weeks per semester. Each class normally consists of about 40 students of
males and females. Students must pass each course for their language endorsement in CEFR
level of B1. In this institution, English language textbooks are compiled from a variety of wellknown publishers such as Cengage, Longman, and Cambridge. Each course has its own textbook
that covers the four language skills and serves as the foundation for the next course. For instance,
students are prepared with writing sentences and paragraphs in the first two courses. This can
support their writing practice in higher levels that requires them to write in multiple genres. The
focus of writing lessons across four English language courses is shown in Table 1.
Table 1
Writing focus in an EFL program at a university in Vietnam
Year

Course
Academic English 1

1
2

Academic English 2
English in Medicine 1
English in Medicine 2

Writing Focus
Connecting words to create phrases; Building sentences
from phrases
Connecting sentences; Writing paragraphs
Linking paragraphs; Writing essays
Writing in different genres such as medical reports and
treatment plan.

To meet the requirements outlined in the National Foreign Language 2020 Project, this
institution advocated the implementation of CLT in language curriculum about five years ago.
However, when this dissertation study was conducted, gaps still existed between language policy
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and reality that may present challenges to this approach. Such gaps originated from two main
factors: teachers and learning facilities. The teachers played an important role in language
instruction within the CLT approach. Nunan (2003) pointed out that language teachers in the
Asia-Pacific regions exhibited challenges in providing learners with necessary input for second
language acquisition because their English language proficiency was not sufficient. Similarly,
Dudzik (2010) mentioned that teachers were reluctant to deliver language activities in a
communicative way primarily because of their familiarity with the grammar-translation method.
These challenges were present in this research site and the administrators were seeking ways to
overcome them. Another CLT-impeding factor was the learning facilities within this school.
There are about 50 students in one language class at this institution. According to Kam (2006),
the big class size may present a challenge for teachers to conduct communicative activities in
pair- or groupwork. Furthermore, few classrooms in this site were fully prepared with the
equipment necessary to promote CLT activities. As Bock (2000) posited, inadequate supporting
equipment can prevent highly communicative lessons.
Despite these challenges, there were still great attempts to incorporate CLT into speaking
activities, thus enabling EFL students in this institution to practice English in communicative
contexts. In these classes, students had opportunities to interact not only with their teacher but
also with their peers. In speaking activities, for example, one student played a role of a doctor
while other students assumed the role of patients. While CLT practices were indeed applied in
speaking tasks in this institution, students rarely completed writing tasks collaboratively. What
can be observed is that, during writing sessions, most teachers preferred asking students to work
individually for the writing assignments. They presented writing techniques and provided
adequate vocabulary for students. Then, each student completed their writing task and turned in
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their paper. These teachers then graded these papers and provided feedback. Writing tasks were
rarely completed in a collaborative manner. Therefore, students at this research site were likely
to not be familiar with the notion of collaborative writing.

Statement of the Problem
With the development of Web 2.0 tools, language writing practice is no longer confined to
classrooms. As Liontas (2002) put it, “as a medium for language learning, CALLmedia digital
technology may have as much potential for fostering learning and meaningful authentic
communication as more traditional tools” (p. 325). This argument has been echoed by recent
empirical studies that have shown the affordances of technology-mediated collaborative learning
(Aydin & Yildiz, 2014; Fernández Dobao, 2012; Kost, 2011; Mak & Coniam, 2008; Sun &
Chang, 2012). Although the notion of collaborative learning or writing received great attention in
Second Language Acquisition (SLA) literature, studies conducted on the application of Google
Docs in second language writing remained underrepresented. Storch (2013) pointed out that a
number of studies reported the use of wikis for collaborative writing. Given the proliferation of
Web 2.0 tools, “we need further investigations to fully explore the learning opportunities
afforded by these tools” (Storch, 2013, p. 168). She also mentioned the diversity of L2 learning
contexts for this research topic. Research on technology-mediated collaborative writing should
not be limited to English as a Second Language (ESL) settings, but rather be extended to other
English as Foreign Language (EFL) ones.
Given the important role that communication holds in CLT (Bui, 2015), it is necessary
that language learners be provided with opportunities to interact in both face-to-face and online
environments, not only with the classroom teacher, but also with their peers. As defined by
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Haring-Smith (1994), collaborative writing involves at least two people who work together to coconstruct a written text. Some emerging Web 2.0 tools, such as wikis or blogs, greatly facilitate
collaborative writing by enabling authors to exchange drafts electronically. With its unique
features, Google Docs allows a person in a group to edit a text and view changes made by other
members simultaneously. Mansor (2012) believed that such features make Google Docs a
powerful collaborative tool. Yang (2010) maintained that Google Docs is also used as tool to
facilitate collaborative writing in language classroom. There are two main themes that
characterized previous studies exploring the application of Google Docs in collaborative writing.
First, researchers are interested in exploring the impacts of Google Docs on student writing
products (Ishtaiwa & Aburezeq, 2015; Liu & Lan, 2016; Wenyi, Simpson, & Domizi, 2012).
Second, how students perceived and engaged in Google Docs-based writing collaboration has
been examined. Seyyedrezaie, Ghonsooly, Shahriari and Fatemi (2016), for instance, examined
student perception towards the use of Google Docs and found that this tool can bring positive
attitudes on language learners. However, a small number of studies thoroughly investigated
student writing processes and scaffolding through the lens of sociocultural theory. In addition,
although researchers discovered different effects by using Google Docs to facilitate collaborative
writing (e.g., Ishtaiwa & Aburezeq, 2015) and perception among students (e.g., Seyyedrezaie et
al., 2016), we need further studies to warrant such findings. Furthermore, we should also
examine whether student collaboration patterns are influenced by different writing task types.
Most studies in Google Docs-based collaborative writing were conducted in countries
such as Iran, Malaysia and Taiwan. However, there was no study conducted in Vietnam. To
bridge this gap in research literature, this dissertation explored EFL student participation in the
completion of collaborative writing tasks using Google Docs. In this dissertation, Google Docs
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was used as a tool to facilitate a group of EFL students at a university in southern Vietnam for
their co-construction of written texts.

Purpose of the Study
It was assumed that Google Docs allowed students to be exposed to meaningful input and had
interactions with peers. It was also assumed that students would then transform the input they
received into their own knowledge and provide the necessary output during their language
production. Furthermore, using Google Docs for teaching writing was expected to assist students
in developing their second language writing skill. Because only a small number of studies
explored this topic sufficiently, this dissertation, involving English language learners in Vietnam,
seeks to uncover the complex relationship that may exist among different writing task types,
writing products, and participation/reflections. A primary focus remains how interactions,
contributions, and scaffolding took place in Google Docs-based collaborative writing
assignments.

Research Questions
To explore how EFL students complete collaborative tasks in Google Docs, this dissertation
addressed the four research questions below:
RQ1. When completing collaborative writing tasks in Google Docs, how do EFL students
employ strategies of interaction, contribution, and scaffolding?
RQ2. To what extent do writing task types influence EFL student participation in a
Google Docs-based platform?
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RQ3. To what extent does EFL student Google Docs-based participation affect the
quality of their writing products?
RQ4. How do EFL students perceive and experience after completing collaborative
writing tasks in Google Docs?
Significance of the Study
This dissertation, conducted on 12 participants, was important in that it addressed key areas of
discovery within technology-mediated collaborative writing environment. Several important
reasons emerged. First, this study contributed to research diversity of exploring how
collaborative writing works in another Web 2.0 tool called Google Docs. As Storch (2013)
posited, because “there is a growing body of research reporting on the use of wikis, in L1 and L2
contexts” (p. 168), it was necessary to investigate the benefits of other Web 2.0 tools for
facilitating collaborative writing. A variety of studies examined the impacts of wiki-based
collaborative writing on student writing process and development (e.g., Jung & Suzuki, 2015;
Kost, 2011; Li & Kim, 2016; Li & Zhu, 2011), but just a small number of studies focused on
Google Docs in an EFL setting. Second, while studies such as Kessler, Bikowski and Boggs
(2012), Suwantarathip and Wichadee (2014), Wichadee (2010), and Woo, Chu, Ho and Xi
(2011) employed experimental methods to investigate the influence of collaborative writing on
L2 learners’ “short-term gains following the implementation of one collaborative writing
activity” or “improvements on linguistic accuracy” (Storch, 2013, p. 169), this qualitative case
study seek to describe how L2 learners participated in collaborative tasks through the analysis of
their patterns of interaction, types of contribution, and scaffolding strategies. This study also
identified the connection among L2 learners’ participation as well as the task types as and
writing outcomes. Some unique perspectives for collaborative writing were also documented in
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this dissertation. By collecting and analyzing data from a variety of sources, it was possible to
examine the research topic from a more comprehensive vantage point.
In addition, this study adapted different coding schemes such as Taxonomy of language
functions (Li & Kim, 2016), Mediating learning experience rating scale (Schwieter, 2010), and
Description of language-related contributions and non-language related contributions (Kessler,
Bikowski & Boggs, 2012) developed by previous scholars and researchers in the data analysis
process. In doing so, I attempted to link this study with the available research literature in an
effort to avoid biases that may occur during coding. The replication of the coding scheme also
reinforced the value of these studies and supported future researchers in deciding whether one
coding scheme can fit into multiple research contexts.
Moreover, this dissertation investigated the influence of task types on student
participation in co-constructing written texts. The implications from this section made important
contribution to writing pedagogy and informed teachers how to implement collaborative writing
tasks in EFL classrooms. A comprehensive examination of the research topic was equally
beneficial to language curriculum developers by incorporating Google Docs into their language
teaching.

Researcher Positionality
As Jones, Torres, and Arminio (2016) posited, researcher positionality establishes “the
connection between the researcher’s socially constructed identities and those of participants” (p.
79). These authors also mentioned the necessity of presenting the researcher positionality for
preventing bias throughout the study. In this section, I am describing my background that
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informed the topic of my dissertation proposal, the selection of participants, and the analysis of
data.
I was born and grew up in a dynamic city located in the south of Vietnam. In my home
country, Vietnamese is the official language for oral and written communications. Other
languages such as English, French, and Chinese were considered as foreign languages. My
parents could only speak Vietnamese. Therefore, I exposed to Vietnamese through my daily
interactions with my parents and siblings when I was young. Vietnamese was also the main
language to be used in my K-12 education in local schools from 1991 to 2003. With the
continuous exposure to Vietnamese, I believed that I had acquired, rather than learnt my first
language.
As an English language learner in K-12 education, I was familiar with traditional
teaching methods. From 1996 to 2003, our language lessons focused solely on reading, grammar,
and vocabulary and the language teachers were dominant in the classrooms. We rarely had
opportunity to practice speaking, listening, and writing. It was not until I started my
undergraduate program in TESOL that I could practice those skills. Even when I had writing
lessons in higher education, all writing tasks were completed on an individual basis. At that time,
technology was not developed in my home country. As a result, I had to complete all writing
assignments using pen and paper.
When I took an English Language Teaching (ELT) course in my undergraduate program
at the University of Education in Vietnam, I realized the potential benefits of CLT in language
education. In 2007 I started teaching in English at a higher education institution in southern
Vietnam, I tried my best to implement this approach into my own classrooms while also gaining
many positive experiences. My Master of TESOL program offered by an Australian university
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has created new insights on me for the potentials of using technology to facilitate language
instruction. My professors allowed me to write and post online journals so that he could correct
and give immediate feedback, which had aroused my interest in learning. I always believed that
if educational technology is incorporated into language curriculum, it would bring more benefits
and could motivate students in their learning process. When completing groupwork assignments
with my peers in the doctoral program, I preferred using Google Docs for enhancing
collaboration. I thought that this Web 2.0 tool may be helpful for my own students in Vietnam
and it was necessary to conduct a study to explore how this tool could afford EFL students for
collaborative task completion. I had been teaching EFL for undergraduate students at a higher
education institution in southern Vietnam for more than 7 years. I developed good rapport with
my colleagues and understandings of students’ backgrounds. Driven by my educational
backgrounds, my research interests and personal beliefs, I decided to conduct this dissertation
study so that I could develop deeper understandings of the topic. I hope that this study would be
helpful for my colleagues in Vietnam when they attempted to incorporate Google Docs into their
writing instruction.

Definition of Key Terms
This section explains some key terms that will be used across the dissertation proposal.
Argumentative essay – This type of writing genre requires students to explore the topic,
gather evidence and establish their position on a specific issue. In this dissertation proposal,
participants were asked to present the most common disease and provide justification for their
choice.
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Case report – This is a detailed report for a patient that records some information such as
symptoms, signs, diagnosis and treatment plan.
Collaborative writing – This term refers to a written text in which two or more people
work together to co-construct. This type of writing involves both a process and a product. In this
dissertation, a group of four students collaborated to complete two writing tasks in Google Docs.
EAP – This term refers to English for Academic Purposes. In this dissertation,
participants had taken two EAP courses during their first year in the program. An EAP course
prepared their English for academic study through a variety of language practice activities in
academic settings.
EFL – This is an abbreviation for English as Foreign Language. This term is commonly
used for non-native speakers of English who are learning English in a country where English is
not the main language. In this dissertation, participants are Vietnamese students who were
enrolling in an English language course at a university in southern Vietnam. Vietnamese is the
native language in this country.
ESP – This term refers to English for Specific Purposes. Participants in this dissertation
enrolled in an ESP course at a university in southern Vietnam. This course prepares students with
medical English for their future employment. Students had opportunities to practice English
language skills in medical contexts.
Google Docs – This is a word processor offered by Google. This platform allows a user
to create and edit texts online when collaborating with peers synchronously.
Google Doc-based collaborative writing – This type of writing involves two or more
people working together to co-construct a written text in Google Docs.
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Technology-based collaborative writing – This term can be used interchangeably with
technology-enhanced collaborative writing. This type of writing is collaboratively completed by
two or more people on a Web 2.0 platform such as Wikis, Blogs or Google Docs.

Summary
In this chapter, I set the background of this dissertation through a discussion of the EFL teaching
in Vietnam and the instruction of English in the research site. This chapter also presented my
statement of problems and addressed the purpose as well as significance of the study. My
statement of researcher’s positionality then helped locate my personal viewpoints, experiences
and beliefs in relation to the process and outcome of the study. In the next chapter, I will describe
some key theoretical constructs in SCT that underpinned my study. I will also conduct a focused
review of previous empirical studies related my research topic. Then, I will examine recent
publications in technology-enhanced collaborative writing. This chapter will also explore studies
that investigate students’ writing collaboration in Google Docs. The identification of some
specific research gaps and my explanation of how this dissertation can address them will
conclude this chapter.
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CHAPTER 2:
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction
From sociocultural perspectives, learning is viewed as both a cognitive and social activity
(Lantolf, 1996). Unlike cognitive theories arguing that learning takes place solely in the human
mind, Sociocultural Theory (SCT) emphasizes that human learning occurs on two planes, the
interpsychological and the intrapsychological (Vygotsky, 1978). In the first plane, learning is a
social activity in which one individual interacts with others. In the second plane, however,
learning takes place inside each individual’s mind. These processes result in the development of
cognitive skills and higher order thinking such as problem-solving, meaning-making and so forth
(Lantolf & Thorne, 2006). Supported by this theory, collaborative writing is described as an
activity in which two or more people worked together for text production (Storch, 2013).
In recent years, collaborative writing has been promoted in the context of foreign
language education. Because learning is considered a social activity, it is necessary to enhance
peer interaction among learners through pair work or group work (Storch, 2013). McDonough
(2004) believed that pair work or group work activities can result in positive impacts on student
writing development for several reasons. First, students need to use more target language in peer
interaction than in traditional teacher-student interaction. Second, collaborative work enables
students to become autonomous and self-directed learners. In addition, students typically feel
less anxious or stressful when they interact with their peers, which can enhance their confidence
in the exchange of ideas and resources to overcome any challenges that may occur during text
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production (McAllister, 2005). In this case, collaborative work becomes a meaningful task for
students to construct their own L2 knowledge (Bruffee, 1999). Storch (2013) also posited that in
foreign language writing, students have to learn how to write in the target language while
learning that language at the same time. By negotiating and interacting with peers in
collaborative tasks, learners can produce a joint written text and develop their writing skill.
In this chapter I will review theoretical constructs in SCT that underpinned collaborative
writing in language learning, present typical units of analysis in collaborative writing research,
examine a range of empirical studies that explored technology-based collaborative writing from
multiple perspectives, and summarize recent publications in Google Docs-based collaborative
writing. The chapter ends with a discussion of some research gaps and how this dissertation can
address them.

Theoretical Constructs in Sociocultural Theory
In this section, an overview of key theoretical constructs such as mediation, activity theory, zone
of proximal development, and scaffolding is presented. To highlight how SCT contributes to our
understanding of second/foreign language learning, each construct is discussed and then linked
with arguments from different scholars. Some research underpinned by these constructs are also
reviewed for further explanations.
Mediation and actistudvity theory. One important construct in SCT is the notion of
mediation that emphasizes the roles of tools and signs in human action and mental functioning
(Wertsch, 1991). Vygotsky (1978) believed that mental functioning such as critical thinking or
problem solving is shaped by the interaction of the human mind in social activities mediated by a
variety of tools. These tools can range from symbolic, such as language, music, and art to
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physical, such as real objects. The notion of mediation argued for the necessity of culture and
society in the development of human cognition.
Vygotsky (1981) also considered language as an important semiotic tool for mediating
interpersonal and intrapersonal development. Specifically, individuals used language in
discourses to exchange meaning, but at the same time language also shaped the individuals’
activities and interpretation. Lantolf and Thorne (2006) further explained that mediation is “the
process through which human deploys culturally constructed artifacts, concepts, and activities to
regulate (i.e., gain voluntary control over and transform) the material world of their own and
each other’s social and mental activity” (p. 79). The construct of mediation in sociocultural
theory provided further understanding of how second language learning takes place. In second
language acquisition (SLA), language played an important role as a symbolic tool that can
mediate a learner’s minds and society (Vygotsky, 1962). Language as mediator can be done
through a learner’s dialogue with himself and with other people (Carmen Helena, 2007).
A self-dialogue can be identified as inner speech, private speech or self-directed speech.
To assess the role of private speech, Ohta (2001) conducted a study on a group of Japanese
learners. She concluded that private speech is a crucial mediating tool for second language
learning. In addition, when learners had dialogues with themselves, they had an opportunity to
identify what they already knew and what they would like to know. To encourage learners’ inner
dialogue, Donato and McCormick (1994) utilized portfolios in a French-as-a-second-language
class. They believed that such portfolios can enhance learners’ inner dialogue and therefore
develop their language. In this case, dialogue with oneself can mediate a learner’s language
acquisition.
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The implication of a language learner’s dialogue with other people can be discussed
through collaborative tasks. In SCT, learning is viewed as a social activity in which learners
interact with other people and exchange information (Vygotsky, 1978). Collaborative tasks are
among many applications of the concept of learning as a social activity in second language
teaching. Swain (2001) posited that collaborative tasks were considered as communicative tasks
because they required learners to interact with each other in the target language with more
attention given to meaning rather than form. Dialogues with other people through collaborative
tasks acted as the role of mediator.
Leontiev (1981) extended the notion of mediation by initiating the concept of activity
theory. He believed that in addition to mediational tools, human understanding is influenced by
motives and goals. When needs are directed at a specific object, they become motives and are
recognized in goal-oriented actions (Lantolf, 2000). A model of activity theory proposed by
Engestrom (1987) illustrated in Figure 1 consists of six components: instruments, objects,
division of labor, community, rules, and subjects.

Figure 1. Engestrom’s (1987) model of activity theory
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Lantolf and Thorne (2006) believed that this model is a helpful theoretical framework to
understand how second language development took place. In this model, a language learner is
the subject of the learning process. The instruments refer to either material artifacts (e.g.,
language textbooks) or symbolic artifacts (e.g., language). Community includes all participants
within the system who have the same object. The rules take control of all activities within the
system and the interactions among members are governed by the division of labor.
Zone of proximal development (ZPD) and scaffolding. Vygotsky (1978) also viewed
learning as a process of social interaction that enables learners to complete their own tasks and
achieve a higher cognitive level. If, for any reason, the task is more difficult than their current
cognitive level, learners would seek assistance from more knowledgeable people, either
instructors or peers, via the dialogic process—a form of social interaction—until they are
potentially capable of solving the task themselves (Ellis, 2000). The difference between actual
and potential level of development are referred to as the zone of proximal development. When
messages are exchanged through spoken and written form, interaction takes place and can assist
learners in achieving their success (Nik, 2010). Long (1996) maintained that if learners have
interactions with their peers they would be able to develop their target language through their
efforts to make input and output comprehensible.
Vygotsky’s original definition of ZPD was aimed at describing the developmental
potential of children. To make the definition of ZPD more appropriate in SLA context, Ohta
(2005) posited that ZPD is the distance between the actual developmental level as determined by
the capability to produce language independently and the level of potential development as
determined through language production in collaboration with teachers or peers. This definition
was also in line with Wertsch’s (1979) description of a learner’s transition from

21
interpsychological to intrapsychological functioning. In this type of transition, a language learner
moves through stages of other-regulation to complete self-regulation with an ability to solve
problems independently.
To add further insight into ZPD, Donato (1994) proposed the concept of scaffolding that
can be illustrated in two contexts: social interaction and education. In the former context, a
knowledgeable participant can use speech to help a novice student join in, extend current skills
and increase knowledge to a high level of competence. In the latter context, however, scaffolding
is used as an instructional method in which the teacher models the desired learning tasks, then
gradually allow students to complete them independently. Scaffolding is also an interpsychological process that internalizes what students learn in a dialogical way (Ellis, 2000).
Learners understand and process ideas as well as concepts through dialogue with their peers.
In language learning, a teacher’s guidance or assistance during multiple scaffolding tasks
or activities can be provided until the student is able to write an essay independently. Scaffolded
writing acts as a temporary tool because it is the technique that initially begins with support or
assistance from other people (Bodrova & Leong, 1998). It then enters into a period of transition
to self-assistance when students have to use the scaffolds on their own. Finally, all scaffolds are
eliminated when students are capable of performing tasks without any assistance. To identify the
connections between classroom interaction and second language development, the mechanisms
of scaffolded assistance in the ZPD within language learning context have been investigated. In
L2 acquisition, the concept of ZPD is defined as “the difference between the L2 learner’s
developmental level as determined by independent language use, and the higher level of potential
development as determined by how language is used in collaboration with a more capable
interlocutor” (Ohta, 1995, p. 96). De Guerrero and Villamil (2000) further explained that
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“scaffolding in the L2 would thus consist of those supportive behaviors, adopted by the more
expert partner in collaboration with the L2 learner that might facilitate the learner’s progress to a
higher level of language development” (p. 53).
Aljaafreh and Lantolf (1994) posited some important features of scaffolding in second
language acquisition. The assistance or support provided by language teachers should be
“graduated” (sensitive to the learner’s level of help required), “contingent” (offered only when
needed), and “dialogic” (achieved through the medium of dialogue) (p. 468). Their study
investigated how negative feedback (error correction) was carried out in tutor-learner
interactions. The findings showed that there existed different ZPDs for different learners and
different structures. Depending on how a student identified an error, implicit or explicit feedback
can be provided. This study also showed that if too much other-regulation was provided, it may
hinder a student’s self-regulation.
A number of scaffolding strategies was noted in research literature. Originally, Wood,
Bruner and Ross (1976) listed six ways that learners scaffold each other: gaining students’
interest, making tasks easier, helping novice learners keep their objectives, highlighting
important points in the task, reducing frustration during task completion, and performing some
solutions as model. Then, in her proposal of Mediating Learning Experience Rating Scale, Lidz
(1991) mentioned some other scaffolding strategies that were found in learner interactions, such
as intentionality, meaning, transcendence.
Some other strategies have also been found in recent empirical studies. Through their
action research that investigates the scaffolding process in a Japanese language learning class,
Jung and Suzuki (2015) added to the list three other scaffolding strategies that students used,
namely worked examples, grouping, and peer-assessment. The researchers discovered that it was
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more effective to use a template to explain learning objectives than detailed, practical examples.
Furthermore, peer-reviewing played important roles in improving students’ learning
performance. When developing a coding scheme for their study on a group of ESL students, Li
and Kim (2016) also cited two other scaffolding strategies suggested by two scholars:
“instructing” by de Guerrero and Villamil (2000) and “intersubjectivity” by Rommetveit (1985).
Given the diversity of language learners from all over the world, it may not be possible to come
up with a comprehensive list of scaffolding strategies that applied to all studies as it is likely that
the way in which language learners scaffold each other varied from study to study.
The construct of ZPD and scaffolding was used as a major theoretical framework in
collaborative writing research. Lin (2009) focused on the ZPD construct to explore the potential
of computer-mediated collaboration on a group of 26 ESL students in a composition class. This
study specifically explored the students’ writing processes and performance when they
collaborated with peers who had different cultural and linguistic backgrounds. In this study, there
were two different groups working on the same learning content. The control group worked in
the face-to-face environment while the experimental group received blended treatment in which
they practiced writing in both face-to-face and computer-mediated communication (CMC)
environments. This study applied the mixed-method approach in which quantitative data are
collected from questionnaires, quantity of participation, and pre-test and post-test scores of
writing samples while qualitative data come from reflection journals and interviews. Results
showed that technological intervention had positive impacts on students’ test scores. Students
showed improvements in quality of writing, organization and ideas. During writing processes,
some advantages and disadvantages of technology-mediated collaborative tools were also
recorded; students could reduce their writing anxiety, gain more confidence and develop their

24
critical thinking, while some other challenges such as conflicting feedback and time-consuming
revision interfered with the student writing process. By applying the construct of scaffolding and
ZPD from sociocultural theory, Li (2014) investigated the dynamic interaction of four small
groups of ESL students in the wiki sites. Using a multiple-case-study approach, she attempted to
explore how ESL students negotiated writing tasks, co-constructed writing, and mutually
supported each other during group interaction. The examination of data through sociocultural
perspectives revealed the connection between sociocultural influencing factors and small group
interaction. How dynamic interaction influences writing products and some other factors that
mediated dynamic interaction were also identified in this study.
Summary. From a sociocultural perspective, learning was viewed as “a socially situated
activity” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 57). The concept of scaffolding further illustrated the potential of
collaborative learning. In language learning, for instance, it was unlikely that any two learners
would have similar strengths and weaknesses, therefore, when collaborating to finish a given
writing task, each can provide scaffolding support by combining his/her ideas or resources to
achieve a higher level of performance (Ohta, 2001).
Theoretical constructs in SCT emphasized the importance of social interactions in
language learning. Lantolf and Thorne (2006) argued that speaking and writing skills played
crucial roles as mediational tools in language tasks. To promote learner interactions through
speaking and writing with their peers, Lai (2011) believed that collaborative tasks should be used
in language classrooms. During interactions, language was used as a mediational tool with dual
purposes: to facilitate second/foreign language acquisition and to allow learners to perform
multiple language functions such as assisting peers, giving opinions or providing feedback.
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Units of Analysis in Collaborative Writing Research
Driven by socio-cultural theory, collaborative writing is identified as a process that requires two
or more people to work together to complete a written text (Storch, 2013). Some typical units of
analysis are used in this area such as peer interaction, scaffolding strategies and language
contribution. This section presents the definitions of and reviews of empirical studies exploring
these units.
Peer interactions. Proposed by Damon and Phelps (1989), the constructs of equality and
mutuality have underpinned analysis of interaction patterns among language learners. Storch
(2002) explained that, “equality refers to the degree of control or authority over the task” while
“mutuality refers to the level of engagement with each other’s contribution” (p. 127). High
equality can be noted when two participants take directions from each other. High mutuality,
however, requires interactions to be “rich in reciprocal feedback and a sharing of ideas” (p. 127)
High mutuality

1
Collaborative

4
expert/novice

Low equality

High equality

3
dominant/passive

2
dominant/dominant
Cooperative

Low mutuality
Figure 2. A model of peer interaction (Storch, 2002)
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Storch (2004) was interested in examining the pair dynamics in collaborative work. She
recommended a model of four distinct interaction types in pair collaboration: collaborative;
dominant/dominant; dominant/passive; and expert/novice. This model was constructed based on
the degree of mutuality and equality (Rouhshad & Storch, 2016). As Figure 2 displayed, equality
and mutuality are continuums and can range from low to high.
Rouhshad and Storch (2016) explained the meaning of each quadrant in detail. The
pattern in the first quadrant occurs when pairs exhibit a medium to high degree of mutuality and
equality. The second quadrant, however, represents a medium to high degree of equality, but
medium to low degree of mutuality. In this case, both individuals contribute to the task
completion but do not pay much attention to each other’s contributions. The third quadrant, on
the other hand, refers to the situation in which one person is dominant in the task completion
while the other person does not provide much contribution. There is also little or no engagement
with each other’s suggestions. In the last quadrant, one member takes an active role but also
encourages contribution from the other passive member.
This model supports the investigation of language-learner interactions in technologymediated collaborative writing. Bradley, Linstrom and Rystedt (2010) conducted a study on 56
learners of English who completed their wiki projects in pairs or small groups. At the end of the
study, all wiki pages were archived and examined. This study reported that student contributions
among groups ranged from no interaction among members on the wiki to high levels of
collaboration. Li and Zhu (2011) undertook a similar study on nine college students from a
Chinese university. An analysis of student discourse and activity history on wikis revealed some
very different patterns of interaction among three groups, even though participants had the same
linguistic backgrounds. Recently, Li and Kim (2016) explored two ESL groups’ dynamic
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interactions across two wiki-based collaborative writing tasks. In this study, student equality was
evaluated through types of language function and writing change found in Discussion and
Comments records. The mutuality, however, was measured by each group’s initiation (e.g.,
suggesting new ideas) versus responses (e.g., replying to other’s ideas). Results showed that two
groups exhibited different patterns of interaction for the same task and that the pattern also
changed within one group across two tasks. Although this point is speculative, it seems possible
that learners tend to exhibit different levels of equality and mutuality when they collaborate with
peers.
Types of contribution. The notion of language related contributions (LRCs) and nonlanguage related contributions (NLRCs) was investigated in Kessler, Bikowski and Boggs’
(2012) study. These two types of contributions occurred when 38 participants collaborated for
joint texts in Google Docs. LRCs are language-related changes such as adding or moving a text
while NLRCs are those that do not involve language use. A description for LRCs and NLRCs is
displayed in Table 2.
Table 2
Description of LRCs and NLRCs – adapted from Kessler, Bikowski and Boggs (2012)
Type
LRCs

Contribution
Form
Meaning
Other

NLRCs Format
Plan

Description
Changing part of speech,
punctuation, pronouns, etc.
Adding/Deleting/Replacing a text
that changes the meaning
Adding/Deleting/Replacing a text
that does not change the meaning
Changing text format
Adding text related to project
planning

Non-project
Adding text unrelated to a project
communication

Examples
Changing from “he” to “we”
Replacing “many” with
“different”
Deleting a run-on phrase
Highlighting a phrase
Adding text to remind group
members what task to do
next
Adding a message not related
to the project
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Data analysis indicated that students tended to focus more on meaning rather than form during
their collaborative work and that most grammatical changes were more accurate.
Assessing student collaboration based on their types of contributions was a common
instrument in some previous studies. For instance, when 24 ESL students in Hong Kong
practiced their writing on wiki sites, Mak and Coniam (2008) observed four writing-change
functions: adding ideas, expanding ideas, re-organizing ideas and correcting errors. Among these
functions, adding ideas is the most common type of contribution while correcting errors was
rarely found. Similarly, Kost (2011) noticed two main types of contributions when studying
student collaboration in a writing task; the first type involves changes in meaning (e.g., additions
and deletions) while the second type is more associated with modifications in language forms
(e.g., spelling or punctuation). In addition, based on the archived data, Li (2013) developed a
coding scheme for identifying writing change functions when ESL students worked
collaboratively in the wiki-based environment. The five basic elements in this coding scheme are
adding, deleting, rephrasing, reordering and correcting.
Conclusion. By recommending the notion of languaging, Swain (2010) emphasized the
significant role of language output and language usage in collaborative writing tasks. When
examining learner collaboration through the lens of sociocultural theory, she considered
languaging to be important for mediating the internalization and externalization of psychological
activity. The measurements and analysis tool of peer interaction and language contribution can
help reveal how learners deliberate about the language (e.g., negotiating with peers, correcting
errors) when they complete collaborative tasks (Swain & Lapkin, 1998).
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Research in Technology-Mediated Collaborative Writing
With the development of Web 2.0, collaborative writing for English language learners was not
confined to traditional classrooms. Some tools that can facilitate online collaboration were wikis,
chats and web-based word processing. Specific platforms such as Wiki or Google Docs shed new
light on online technology-enhanced collaborative writing research. Some common research
topics included, but were not limited to, whether online collaboration can help produce highquality essays (Braine, 1997) and whether online collaboration can allow students to have
multimodal practice and receive feedback (Warschauer & Healey, 1998). To present an overview
of what was explored in technology-mediated collaborative writing, this section aims to review
current research in this area in terms of major lines of inquiry, research methods, data collection
instruments and findings.
This review focuses on collaborative writing for English language learners in Web 2.0
platforms. By entering the phrases “collaborative writing with technology” and “second
language learning” into the Google Scholar database, more than 20 publications can be found.
However, only empirical studies that were conducted on the Web 2.0 platform and published
within the last seven years were selected. A total of 10 research articles from different journals
were available for review. The distribution of these articles is presented in Table 3. Each article
was thoroughly reviewed, and the results are displayed in four categories: major lines of inquiry,
research methods, data collection instruments, and main findings.
Major lines of inquiry. These 10 articles investigated collaborative writing in different
Web 2.0 platforms: Wiki (5), Google Docs (2), Blog (1), Facebook (1), and Online (1). Table 4
represents three major lines of inquiry across these studies.
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Table 3
Distribution of empirical studies under review
#
1

Journal Title
Language Learning &
Technology

2

The Turkish Online Journal
of Educational Technology

3

CALICO Journal

4

Issues in Informing Science
and Information Technology
Journal of Second Language
Writing
Educational Technology &
Society
Journal of College Teaching
& Learning
International Journal of
Education and Development
using Information and
Communication Technology
International Journal of
English Language Education

Hadjerrouit
(2011)
Li and Kim
(2016)
Woo, Chu, Ho
and Xi (2011)
Wichadee
(2010)
Domalewska
(2014)

Journal of Creative Practices
in Language Learning and
Teaching

Abdel and
Farrah (2015)

5
6
7
8

9
10

Study
Kessler,
Bikowski and
Boggs (2012)
Suwantarathip
and Wichadee
(2014)
Lee (2010)

Shukor (2014)

Platform
Google
Docs

Topic Investigated
Engagement and nature of
participation

Google
Docs

Potentials of collaborative
writing

Wiki

Constraints and
affordances of using wikis
Students’ experiences

Wiki
Wiki
Wiki
Wiki
Blog

Interaction and
scaffolding strategies
Benefits of using wikis for
collaborative writing
Language proficiency of
students
Application of blogs for
collaborative writing

Facebook Collaborative writing in
face-to-face and online
settings
Online
Students’ attitudes for
collaborative writing

Table 4
Major lines of research inquiry in technology-mediated collaborative writing
Major Lines of Inquiry
Writing
Benefits/Potentials
outcome
Perception and Positive
experience
Negative
Writing process Engagement
Interaction
Scaffolding

Studies
Kessler, et al. (2012); Suwantarathip and Wichadee
(2014); Woo et al. (2011); Wichadee (2010)
Abdel and Farrah (2015); Lee (2010); Shukor (2014)
Domalewska (2014); Hadjerrouit (2011)
Kessler, Bikowski and Boggs (2012)
Domalewska (2014); Li and Kim (2016)
Lee (2010); Li and Kim (2016)
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Among the three major lines of inquiry, most studies seek to explore whether technologyenhanced collaborative writing provides affordances or constraints for student-writing products,
language use and error correction. Studies in this category compared the results within or
between groups. In Wichadee’s (2010) study, the students’ English summary writing ability was
assessed through the comparison of one group’s pre-test and post-test achievements. This study
was conducted on a group of 35 students enrolling in a Fundamental English course. Students
worked together in groups of four or five to produce five written texts in a wiki-based
environment. The mean writing scores before and after completing tasks in Wikispaces were
then compared. Suwantarathip and Wichadee (2014), however, examined the potential of using
Google Docs for collaborative writing by comparing the results between control and
experimental groups. Four writing assignments were assigned to each group. While the control
group worked together in class, the experimental group was allowed to collaborate in the Google
Docs-based environment. The comparison between the two groups was based on the statistical
analysis of data collected from writing tests and two questionnaires.
In addition to measuring the impacts, there was also a trend to record student perceptions
or experiences, both positive and negative, after they complete writing tasks collaboratively in
the online environment. Lee (2010) examined the potential of using wikis on a group of 35
students enrolling in an elementary Spanish class. Data were collected from three avenues: wiki
pages, student surveys, and final interviews. Hadjerrouit (2011) investigated student experiences
after they had completed collaborative writing in the wiki-based environment. Eight participants
in a university in Norway were invited to complete writing tasks with their peers for about eight
weeks.
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Another research trajectory was the investigation of the students’ writing processes
during their collaboration with other peers. Some foci were student engagement in collaborative
activity, their patterns of interaction, and how student scaffolding facilitates task completion. In
Li and Kim’s (2016) study, for instance, student interaction patterns and scaffolding strategies
were investigated through the careful examination of language functions, writing-change
functions, scaffolding strategies and changes in patterns of interaction within and between
groups. Kessler, Bikowski and Boggs (2012) explored group collaborative texts produced in
Google Docs. Thirty-eight Fulbright scholars from a mid-western university in the U.S. were
invited to collaboratively plan and report on a research project. The main purpose of this study
was to explore student engagement and the nature of group participation in the collaborative
writing process.
Research methods. Case study approach was the common research method in most of
these reviewed articles. A group of students, ranging in number from 6 (Li & Kim, 2016) to 38
(Kessler et al., 2012; Woo et al., 2011), were selected to participate in the study. As Cresswell
(2007) described, a case study is “a qualitative approach in which the investigator explores a
bounded system (a case) or multiple bounded systems (cases) over time, through detailed, indepth data collection involving multiple sources of information, and reports a case description
and case-based themes” (p. 73). To achieve an in-depth understanding of the research focus and
to enhance the validity of the study, the triangulation of data has been employed in these studies
(Hadjerrouit, 2011; Lee, 2010; Li & Kim, 2016) through multiple data sources such as wiki
pages, post-surveys and final interviews. Specifically, to investigate student patterns of
interaction and their scaffolding strategies in a comprehensive manner, Li and Kim (2016)
reviewed data from records of wiki activities, discussions and comment posts. They also
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analyzed interviews and reflection papers to warrant research findings. Hadjerrouit (2011) also
examined data collected from participants’ self-evaluations, peer-reviews, discussions with other
participants, analysis of wiki final products, and student reports. In Lee’s (2010) study, the
triangulation of data augmented the positive impacts of wikis on student language development
and the important roles of student scaffolding through peer feedback and correction in wikis in
achieving language accuracy.
Some other quantitative studies such as Shukor (2014), Suwantarathip and Wichadee
(2014), and Wichadee’s (2010), however, explored the research topic by conducting statistical
analysis between two groups of data sets. Shukor (2014) collected quantitative data from preand post-tests of English writing for both groups, then analyzed the data using inferential
statistics, independent t-tests, and paired sample t-tests. Abdel and Farrah’s (2015) study was
slightly different in that participants were invited to complete collaborative writing tasks in both
face-to-face and online settings. Statistical analysis was conducted based on a student
questionnaire consisting of 20 statements with a five-point Likert scale.
Data collection instruments. The focused review of these 10 articles showed that
archived data, interviews, and questionnaires were commonly-used data collection instruments.
The following paragraph explains the rationales for each of these instruments. First, online
collaboration among students was thoroughly examined through archived data of discussion
posts and activity history in the Web 2.0 platforms. Although carefully observing learners at
work is an effective way of understanding technology use in normal classrooms (Chapelle,
2003), observing how students complete writing tasks collaboratively in the online environment
can be challenging. When students can collaborate synchronously or asynchronously with their
peers to complete writings tasks, simple observation may not be appropriate. Therefore, to gain
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more in-depth understanding of student collaboration, recent studies examined and analyzed
archived discussions, activity history and student writing products in Web 2.0 platforms. This
can be illustrated with the example of Li’s (2013) study in which archived logs from the wiki
function of Discussion and History were examined to identify the process of wiki-based
collaborative writing in a small group of EFL students. In addition to the examination of
archived data, the interview was another instrument that may provide more access to insight
from participants. As Lichtman (2013) posited, an interview can help researchers “hear what the
participant has to say in his or her own words, in his or her voice, with his or her language and
narrative” (p. 195). To analyze interview transcripts, Creswell (2009) proposed a systemic
process that includes five steps: (a) reading through the whole transcription of the interview and
coming up with an overall theme, (b) reading the whole transcription once again and coming up
with different topics and sub-topics, (c) developing codes for each topic and assigning codes for
each segment of the interview transcription, (d) putting coded segments into related groups and
naming each group with descriptive words, and (e) conducting data analysis based on these
groups. The interview was used in some studies such as Lee (2010), Shukor (2014), and Abel
and Farrah (2015) to gain insight into the learners’ collaborative writing experiences and identify
what those experiences mean to them. Additionally, the instrument of the questionnaire
facilitated the collection of student experiences, perceptions, and opinions of how they
completed collaborative writing tasks. Some benefits of using questionnaires included, but were
not limited to, providing confident results with statistically significant outcomes (Denscombe,
1998) and being more reliable than interviews in that the respondents are anonymous (Cohen,
Manion & Morrison, 2000).
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In addition to these instruments and depending on the research topic and the scope of the
study, some other data collection instruments such as student reflection or report, self-evaluation,
and peer-review were used. To develop comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon being
investigated, researchers such as Lee (2010) or Li and Kim (2016) analyzed multiple data
sources in a qualitative approach–a process called triangulation of data (Patton, 1999). This
method of analyzing data was common in qualitative studies and supported validity testing
through the convergence of information from multiple sources (Carter, Bryant-Lukosius,
DiCenso, Blythe, & Neville, 2014).
Synthesis of findings. The results taken from these articles exhibited an inconsistent
pattern for the affordances and constraints of collaborative writing in Web 2.0 platforms. While
most studies reported positive experiences and outcomes among students, negative results and
unequal participation also cautioned us that the implementation of this type of writing in
language classrooms was neither easy nor straightforward. First, studies exploring student
language outcomes added further evidence for the positive impacts of collaborative writing in
Web 2.0 platforms. In Suwantarathip and Wichadee’s (2014) study, the statistical analysis of
data collected from writing tests and two questionnaires indicated that, after the experiment,
students in the experimental (Google Docs) group achieved higher mean scores than those in the
controlled (face-to-face) group. In addition, students in the Google Docs group were found to
outperform the other group in terms of overcoming writing problems (e.g., misspellings),
organizing ideas, and word choice. These results were congruent with those in previous studies
of Lee (2010) and Wichadee (2010). However, studies focusing on the investigation of writing
processes recorded a variety of interaction patterns or level of participation within participants.
Specifically, Kessler et al. (2012) showed that during collaboration, students focused on meaning
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rather than form and their grammatical structures became more accurate after peer correction.
Student participation was categorized into three different levels for all groups: a member making
the most changes for the whole group, a member making half of the changes, and a member
making less than 25% of the changes. Similarly, Li and Kim’s (2016) analysis of language
functions, writing change functions, scaffolding strategies, and changes in patterns of interaction
across tasks revealed that even on the same task, two groups exhibited a completely different
pattern of interaction. This pattern also changes within one group for two different tasks and their
scaffolding strategies also varied in a different manner. In addition, the continuum on which
students perceived or experienced online collaborative writing ranges from positive to negative.
When Shukor (2014) made comparison between face-to-face and online groups, he noticed that
the online group achieved higher rates for their overall writing performance, organization,
structures and so on. Abdel and Farrah’s (2015) statistical analysis indicated that students hold
positive attitudes towards the method of online collaborative writing. However, Hadjerrouit
(2011) maintained that, due to insufficient graphic elements, illustrations, and background
colors, students had less motivation to practice writing in wikis. While these students believed
that wiki-based collaboration was a meaningful activity that fostered discussion, their degree of
writing collaboration was hard to measure. When analyzing student writing, the researcher
discovered that collaboration was done in a relatively simple, uncritical and unsophisticated
manner; students mostly added contents to existing pages or discussed the content superficially.

Research in Google Docs-Based Collaborative Writing
The proliferation of Web 2.0 tools has provided more educational opportunities for foreign
language learning. With its special features, Google Docs was used for educational purposes,
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particularly collaborative writing. As Thompson (2008) pointed out, Google Docs allowed users
to collaborate for editing and creating online written texts. This viewpoint was echoed by Sharp
(2009) when he admitted that Google Docs assisted members within one group in constructing a
document while simultaneously viewing what changes are being made. These features enabled
the synchronous editing of a joint text. Thus, Google Docs was considered a more useful tool for
promoting creativity in learning (Chinnery, 2008) and freedom in completing a written task than
a traditional classroom (Corner, 2008).
Given the affordances of Google Docs in language education, recent studies set out to
explore its effects on language-learning process and outcome. The search of empirical studies on
Google Scholar with the key words “Google Docs” and “collaborative writing” has resulted in
four articles. The following paragraphs briefly review their contexts, participants, research
purposes and major findings.
To begin, Zhou, Simpson, and Domizi (2012) explored the use of Google Docs and its
effectiveness on collaborative writing activity. Thirty-five participants were invited to complete
two writing tasks. There were two groups in this study, one working in Google Docs and the
other in a traditional setting. Student performance was measured across these two tasks.
Although 93% of participants found Google Docs useful for their study, this Web 2.0 tool did not
have any impacts on student grades. In addition, despite their unfamiliarity with Google Docs
before the study, student collaboration in this platform created motivation to use it in the future.
Ishtaiwa and Aburezeq (2015) attempted to establish the influence of Google Docs on
EFL student collaboration and the factors that may limit such collaboration. The results
suggested that, with its special features, Google Docs enhanced interactions among students.
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This study also reported some factors limiting collaboration, such as lack of teamwork skills,
discomfort with the tools editing features, increasing workload, and so forth.
Sarah and Yu-Ju (2016) identified differences in motivation, vocabulary gain and
perceptions between two different groups in an EFL context. One group practiced English
language individually while the other group collaborated with their peers in Google Docs for
language tasks. The collaborative group outperformed the individual one, gained more
knowledge and perceived more positive experience. In this study, Google Docs was believed to
have increased student motivation in language learning.
Seyyedrezaie, Ghonsooly, Shahriari, and Fatemi (2016) evaluated the effects of Google
Docs on student writing performance and perceptions. The study was conducted on a group of 48
EFL students in Iran who were instructed to write five essays in class, but at the same time were
allowed to practice writing and provide feedback in Google Docs. The post-test was
administered at the end of the study and 20 students were invited for an interview. Results
demonstrated the potentials of Google Docs on learners’ writing performance. In addition,
interview analysis showed students’ positive attitudes towards the use of Google Docs in
language classroom.
While Google Docs seemed to be beneficial for language instruction, its application in
collaborative writing received scant attention in research literature. Except for two studies by
Zhou, et al. (2012) and Kessler, et al. (2012), current studies (Ishtaiwa & Aburezeq, 2015; Sarah
& Yu-Ju, 2016) scarcely focused on its use for collaborative writing, but rather on its
collaboration in practicing language.
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Gaps in Research Literature
Although numerous studies in technology-enhanced collaborative writing were published, some
research gaps still exist. The following paragraphs describe these gaps and explain how this
study contributes to bridging them.
First, recent studies (Suwantarathip & Wichadee, 2014; Wichadee, 2010) employed
experimental methods to investigate the influence of technology-based collaborative writing on
L2 production. However, as Storch (2013) maintained, these studies focused on “short-term
gains following the implementation of one collaborative writing activity” or “improvements on
linguistic accuracy” (p. 169). To approach this research topic in a thorough manner, in addition
to examining linguistic gains or accuracy, it is necessary to consider how students employ
strategies of interaction, contribution and scaffolding. This qualitative dissertation seeks to
describe how L2 learners participate in collaborative tasks through the analysis of their patterns
of interaction, types of contribution and scaffolding strategies. Each student’s comments and
editing history in Google Docs were thoroughly reviewed. Student’s individual and collaborative
writing products were assessed and compared. Unlike previous studies, this dissertation
attempted to holistically explore student collaboration based on the writing processes and
outcomes of students.
Second, as Yadollahi and Rahimi (2015) discovered, various writing task types
influenced the way 15 Iranian language learners engaged in making form-related and meaningrelated changes upon their collaboration with peers in Etherpad. Statistical analysis indicated that
when language learners collaborated in the online platform, different writing task types (e.g.,
informative, argumentative) reduced writing errors through peer correction and increase writing
production. Though the statistical analysis seemed convincing, this study was conducted on a
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small sample size. It was hard to conclude the impacts of task types on student writing
collaboration. In current research literature, the question of whether writing task types had any
effects on student collaboration patterns remained under-explored. To shed some light on this
issue, this dissertation carefully reviewed learner participation and writing outcomes for each
task type. Student’s unique perspectives on collaborative writing were also documented. With a
variety of data sources, this dissertation aimed to make some contributions in bridging this
research gap. Additionally, the pedagogical implications can inform teachers on how to
implement collaborative writing tasks in EFL classrooms. A comprehensive examination of the
research topic in this dissertation would be beneficial for language curriculum developers when
they wanted to incorporate Google Docs into language teaching.
Third, this dissertation contributed to research diversity by exploring how collaborative
writing works in another Web 2.0 tool. As Storch (2013) posited, because “there is a growing
body of research reporting on the use of wikis, in L1 and L2 contexts” (p. 16), it was necessary
to investigate the potential benefits of other Web 2.0 tools for facilitating collaborative writing.
A variety of studies examined the impacts of wiki-based collaborative writing on student writing
processes and development, but few investigated Google Docs in an EFL settings. The
exploration of Google Docs-based collaborative writing with a wider range of participants,
personal viewpoints, cultural norms, language backgrounds, and academic disciplines would
give real insights into the implementation of this tool into writing classes. Despite recent
publications in Google Docs-based collaborative writing in certain EFL contexts, no study was
previously done in Vietnam. For this reason, this dissertation investigated how EFL students in
Vietnam scaffolded and collaborated with peers for the co-construction of written texts in
Google Docs.
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Summary
This chapter reviewed key constructs in SCT that underpinned research in technology-enhanced
collaborative writing. These constructs included mediational tools, activity theory, zone of
proximal development, and scaffolding. The key tenet of SCT was that learning was both a
social and cognitive activity. Through their interactions with peers in collaborative tasks, learners
were more adept at resolving language issues and developing language skills.
Research in collaborative writing analyzed student language usage interaction patterns,
functions and contributions. These units of analysis helped the examination of affordances and
constraints that a Web 2.0 tool provides for a specific group of language learners. This chapter
also reviewed recent studies—qualitative, quantitative or both—that investigated the
implementation of Web 2.0 platforms to enhance collaborative writing. Though the results across
these studies may sound promising, further evidence is required. This dissertation aimed to
provide new insights into this line of inquiry. Finally, research in Google Docs-based
collaborative writing remained underexplored. It is necessary to enrich studies with students
from different ages, cultural norms, language proficiency. By conducting a study on two groups
of EFL students in Vietnam, I expect to make some contributions towards the research body
diversity.

42

CHAPTER 3:
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Current research gaps underscored the need for further research in collaborative writing in
Google Docs. The main goals of this dissertation were to get an in-depth understanding of
student participation in Google Docs-based collaborative work and to investigate the complex
relationship among task types, participation, writing products and reflection. This chapter
provides a detailed description of my research methodology. It starts with four research
questions, then introduces the research methodology followed by the rationale for my selection
of a multiple, qualitative case study design. The research site, participants, data collection
procedures, and analysis are also presented. A summary of research methodology concludes this
chapter.

Research Questions
Guided by the key constructs of sociocultural theory and designed in a qualitative case study
approach, this dissertation explored student engagement and writing outcomes. There are four
research questions to be answered:
RQ1. When completing collaborative writing tasks in Google Docs, how do EFL students
employ strategies of interaction, contribution, and scaffolding?
RQ2. To what extent do writing task types influence EFL student participation in a
Google Docs-based platform?
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RQ3. To what extent does EFL student Google Docs-based participation affect the
quality of their writing products?
RQ4. How do EFL students perceive and experience after completing collaborative
writing tasks in Google Docs?

Research Design and Rationale
This dissertation gathered qualitative data from multiple sources such as archived student
comments and activity history in Google Docs, their interviews and reflections, and their writing
products. An exploratory multiple-case study approach underpinned the design of this study. The
following paragraphs offer some rationales for my selection of this design.
Johnson and Christensen (2012) acknowledged that, “human behavior is fluid, dynamic
and changing over time and place” (p. 35). Individuals had their own unique perspectives that
informed the way in which they view the world and behaved within a specific situation. Baxter
and Jack (2008) supported this stance because they believed that “truth is relative and it is
dependent on one’s perspective” (p. 545). Searle (1995) also posited that constructivism is built
on the basis of social realities. Informed by these constructivists, both Stake (1995) and Yin
(2014) maintained that qualitative research should be based on a constructivist paradigm. When
students collaborate with their peers to produce a joint text, the amount of contribution, the way
in which interactions were made, and the scaffolding strategies each student used during the
collaboration process heavily depended on their personal perspectives. For this reason, adopting
a qualitative approach for this study allowed an in-depth understanding of the EFL student
writing process in a technology-mediated environment. In addition, some features that made a
qualitative study different from other research methodologies were the settings of data sources,
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data analysis, process, and perspectives (Bogdan and Biklen, 2007). Because this study explored
student collaborative writing process and their perspectives on collaborative work, a qualitative
approach fostered a holistic examination of the phenomenon.
As Cresswell (2007) described, a case study was “a qualitative approach in which the
investigator explores a bounded system (a case) or multiple bounded systems (cases) over time,
through detailed, in-depth data collection involving multiple sources of information, and reports
a case description and case-based themes” (p. 73). Yin (2014) explained that a case study
approach should be employed when, (a) a study attempted to answer “how” and “why”
questions, (b) the participants’ behavior cannot be controlled, (c) a study seek to explore the
contexts relevant to the phenomenon, and (d) a distinction between the context and phenomenon
being investigated was unclear. This dissertation examined different types of interaction, how
students co-constructed a joint written text and how scaffolding strategies were used. These core
components cannot be investigated outside the context of the Google Docs-based setting. The
context made possible a complete understanding of the phenomenon. It was for these reasons
that a case study should be employed in this study.
Yin (2014) also classified the qualitative case study into different types such as
explanatory, exploratory, descriptive, intrinsic, instrumental, collective, and multiple-case study.
This study was constructed on the foundation of an exploratory multiple-case study for two
specific reasons. First, an exploratory case study should be used if the research aimed to explore
the intervention in specific cases that had no evident outcomes (Yin, 2014). This study was
mirroring natural classroom practices in which teachers put students into groups for collaborative
writing tasks and therefore I randomly created three groups. However, I expected that each group
would be different because previous studies (Bradley, Linstrom, & Rystedt, 2010; Li & Kim,
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2016; Li & Zhu, 2011) suggested that each collaborative group would exhibit distinct patterns of
interaction in technology-mediated collaborative writing. Hence, I chose an exploratory multiplecase study so that, should any differences emerged between groups, I could conduct within
analysis and cross-case analysis. In doing so, I can delve into the phenomenon and come up with
insightful pedagogical implications.
Second, in a multiple-case study it was possible to investigate the differences between
and within cases (Yin, 2003). By using a multiple-case study approach, the researcher can
replicate the findings to compare and contrast different cases based on the given theoretical
framework. There were a variety of ways to bind a case, such as time and activity (Stake, 1995)
or time and place (Creswell, 2013). A multiple-case study approach nicely aligned with this
dissertation that involved three groups of students. Each group was examined within a bounded
system (Cresswell, 2007; Stake, 2006). In this study, three groups of students collaborated in the
Google Docs platform. Each group was bounded by their activities, time, language proficiency,
experience with technology while the whole study was bounded within a limit of time and place
in which an academic language course takes place. Using a multiple-case study approach
facilitated multiple comparisons of interaction patterns and scaffolding strategies within and
between groups. Although employing a multiple-case study approach can be time-consuming
and expensive, the evidence from this type of study was considered to be reliable and robust
(Baxter and Jack, 2008).

Research Settings
This study will be conducted on three groups of students enrolling in an English for Specific
Purposes (ESP) course coded as ENG 202 at a university in southern Vietnam. This section
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provides some background information for this course and explain why it is selected for this
study.
The ENG 202 was normally offered in Spring semesters and designed for second-year
medical students who developed a basic command of academic English. To enroll in this course,
students must pass two English for Academic Purposes (EAP) courses in their first year of the
program.
In the ENG 202 course, students were taught English in Medicine through a variety of
language activities in four language skills: listening, speaking, reading, and writing. The learning
materials were taken from the following publishers: Cengage Learning, Cambridge University
Press, Oxford University Press, Pearson Education, and Delmar Learning. Students learnt how to
engage in conversation between doctors and patients, how to read medical texts, and how to
write medical documents in five genres: argumentative essays, medical letters, summary,
medical records, and case reports. At this institution, students were normally required to turn in
hard copies for their writing assignments and therefore some did not have previous experience
using Google Docs for writing collaboration. This three-credit course was delivered in 15 weeks
and students normally took the course in a face-to-face environment. Students must attend class
regularly every Tuesday or Thursday, depending on their section. The first day of the course
normally starts after the lunar new year.
In Spring 2018, there were six sections for ENG 202 and each section had its own
instructor. This course was chosen for the study for two reasons. First, I previously worked in
this institution before joining the doctoral program in the U.S. and had developed a good rapport
with the instructors. I asked them for helping me with the participant recruitment process and
data collection. Second, students were asked to practice writing medical documents in different
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genres and submit their work as part of the classroom assignments. This requirement fitted with
the second research question that seek to investigate the impacts of writing task types on student
Google Docs-based participation. Among five writing genres, I randomly selected the
argumentative essay and the medical report to investigate student collaboration and designed two
writing tasks accordingly. The first task asks participants to establish their stance on health
insurance in Vietnam while the second required them to produce a medical report for a patient.
Detailed information for these writing tasks is discussed in subsequent sections.
To ensure the authenticity of the data collection and to avoid making participation
mandatory, I did conduct the study on the whole class. Instead, only 12 students from six ENG
202 sections voluntarily took part in this study. While taking part in this study, each student
collaborated with their peers to complete two writing tasks. All participants were assured that no
penalty or loss of benefits would be incurred if they decided to withdraw from this study. It
should be emphasized that participation was completely voluntary, and I was not be the
instructor for any participants in this dissertation. In appreciation of their time and effort, each
participant will be given a gift card equal to an amount of $10 upon the completion of the study.

Research Participants
As Li (2018) discovered, in the majority of previous studies (e.g., Arnold, Ducate, & Kost, 2012;
Bradley, Lindstrom, & Rystedt, 2010; Lee, 2010; Li & Kim, 2016) that explored collaborative
writing activities in small groups, the number of participants per group ranged from three to five.
To determine the group size for my study, I took the average of these numbers. As such, there
were four members per group in this study. Participants in this study were selected based on the
following criteria.
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Inclusion criteria. Participants in this study were second-year medical students who are
enrolled in an ENG 202 course in Spring 2018 at a southern university in Vietnam. Participants
had basic computer skills such as the ability to compose documents with Microsoft Word or to
use internet from a laptop or PC. Their English language proficiency ranged from preintermediate to upper-intermediate levels. Any students that satisfied these criteria could take
part in this study, irrespective of their race, culture, or religious backgrounds.
Exclusion criteria. Students who had no computer knowledge and/or internet access
from home or campus were ineligible to participate. It would be challenging for them to
complete the writing tasks in the online environment without these two criteria.
To call for participation, I sent an email invitation (Appendix A) to all instructors-incharge and requested that they forward it to all students enrolling in the ENG 202 course in
Spring 2018. The invitation mentioned the purpose of the study as well as the selection criteria.
Anyone who met the criteria and was interested in this study can email me or contact their
instructors directly. To conduct a natural three-case study, I entered the names of potential
participants on a list (Appendix B) and then ask the cooperating teacher at the research site to
randomly select 12 participants and then divide them into three groups. Each of the chosen
participants was personally notified of other group members and given the informed consent via
email (Appendix C) along with a brief survey to collect their demographic information
(Appendix D). The signed form and the completed survey were returned to me after that.
After the invitation was sent out in early April 2018, 30 students expressed their interests
in joining the study. The cooperating teacher randomly selected 12 students and divided them into
three groups based on their gender. Group 1 and 2 consists of all female and male members,
respectively, while members in Group 3 are both male and female.
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Table 5
Pseudonym of study participants
Group 1
Group 2
Group 3
(Female only)
(Male only)
(Male/Female)
Member Lisa
Liz
Jack
Jason
Nancy
Mark
Jess
Ann
Kevin
Mike
James
Alex
Analysis of student surveys showed that all participants, aged 20 or 21, majored in
General Practitioner (GP) and their English language proficiency at either pre-intermediate or
intermediate level. Most of them had positive attitude toward learning English and using
computer for educational purposes. Except for Jack (Group 2), all participants showed preference
for working in team to complete classroom assignments with different reasons. The study
participants’ writing skill ranged from very poor to average. Their challenges in writing English
included, but were not limited to, knowledge of vocabulary and grammatical structures; tendency
to make spelling mistakes, language errors, and unclear sentences; and struggle to diverse
grammatical structures. Further, Jason and Mike believed they should have more opportunities to
practice writing English. Although most of them had previous experience with Google Docs,
they did not have a chance to complete a collaborative writing task in this platform.
To protect the identities, each participant was given a pseudonym throughout the study
(Table 5). Although all participants in this study shared some similarities such as home language
and major of study at universities, there existed some individual differences. First, to be eligible
for enrolling in this course, students’ English language proficiency must be at pre-intermediate
level or higher. For this reason, the participants’ writing skill in this study may vary. While some
intermediate students are confident in writing coherent essays, their pre-intermediate peers may
struggle with putting ideas into complete sentences. Second, some students did not have
experiences using Google Docs to facilitate their collaborative learning. Additionally, students
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had their own preferences or beliefs on collaborating with peers; while some were active
collaborators, others’ shyness may impede their ability to negotiate or exchange information.
Cresswell (2007) believed that these differences created a bounded system for each case. Figure
3 highlighted some key boundaries for this study and the three cases located within.

CASE 1

CASE 2

Personal preferences

CASE 3

Experience with
technology

English language level
Personalities

Spring 2018

THIS STUDY

Google Docs-based collaboration

An ENG 202 course

EFL students in Vietnam
Figure 3. Boundaries for this study
Google Docs and Writing Tasks
Participants in this study collaboratively worked in Google Docs to complete two writing tasks.
This section describes the necessary steps to implement Google Docs into this study.
After receiving their signed consent form, I sent them a link to a YouTube video (Talent
Development at Multnomah County, 2016) that explained how writing collaboration worked in
Google Docs. To use Google Docs, students not already set up with a Gmail account were asked
to create one. Next, I created a Google Docs page for each group and invited group members to
become collaborators, giving them the ability to edit and make changes, but not the ability to
invite other people onto the platform. There were three Google Docs pages for this study; each

51
student worked only on his or her group and was not be able to see the other group’s work. I then
posted two writing tasks on Google Docs pages (Appendix E) as well as the link to the public
version of IELTS Writing Task 2 band descriptor (British Council).
Liontas (2007) stressed the importance of using “authentic realia” (p. 3) as a means to
develop functional and social skills in student writing. It was necessary that students be able to
practice their writing in an authentic context. Because participants were second-year medical
students who may write medical documents in their future careers, the writing tasks should align
nicely with their major. For this reason, Task 1 required students to produce an argumentative
essay while Task 2 focused on writing a case report from a doctor’s perspective. Figure 4
illustrates a sample Google Docs page for students.

Figure 4. Sample Google Doc page illustration
Argumentative essay. This task asked students to give their opinion on whether health
insurance should be free for all Vietnamese citizens. To complete this task, students must explore
the topic, collect and evaluate evidence, and develop their stance. Their response should be
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written in approximately 500 words and consist of four components: (1) a concise thesis
statement in the first paragraph of the essay, (2) clear transitions between paragraphs in the
essay, (3) body paragraphs that support their stance through convincing examples or evidence,
and (4) a conclusion that best re-addresses the topic.
When collaborating with peers in Google Docs for this task, students must negotiate and
come up with a stance for their group. They may then brainstorm for supporting ideas and collect
relevant examples. Their communication must be in English, and they can click on Add a
comment button when they wanted to communicate with their peers. When all ideas were
available, they began writing by composing a text in the main page. Like Microsoft Word
application, students can change font size, edit text color, delete a sentence or insert a table.
However, Google Docs also allowed students to compose and edit texts synchronously or
asynchronously.
Medical case report. This type of medical writing genre was more challenging than the
argumentative essay because it required the vivid imagination of students and detailed
descriptions of scientific observations in clinical trials. A typical format of a case report
encompassed six sections: (1) an abstract, (2) an introduction with a brief literature review, (3) a
description of the case, (4) a discussion of the case, (5) a summary, and (6) a conclusion. Among
these sections, the discussion of the case played the most critical role since it must provide an
accurate assessment of the patient’s condition, warrant the uniqueness and validity of the case by
comparing with previous literature, propose new knowledge, and make helpful recommendations
for treatment. To complete this task, participants came up with a specific scenario via their
initiation and negotiation of ideas in Google Docs. During their discussion, each group member
suggested references and writing samples. Each member was expected to engage in this task by
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checking Google Docs regularly, reviewing guidance on writing a case report, and making
timely contributions.
In ENG 202 writing sessions, students were normally instructed on writing methods,
samples, and rubrics. Students learnt how to write an argumentative essay in the first two weeks
of the semester. The instructors typically introduced the purpose and format of this genre, asked
students to categorize all sections in a writing sample, delivered the writing task, and provided
necessary input and phrases to aid in individual writing. Students then completed this task and
turned in their paper on the due date. During the next two weeks, their writing sessions focused
on how to complete a medical report. The same teaching procedures repeated for this writing
genre. Since participants in this study developed an understanding of how to write an essay and
medical report in their own classrooms, it was not necessary for me to repeat the writing
techniques for these tasks in Google Docs. I posted the tasks in Google Docs, invited the
participants and monitored their collaboration.
Data Collection
As can be seen in Table 6, there were three phases for the data collection. Phase I (pretask) required preparing necessary materials before students start working with their peers in
Google Docs. Phase II allowed students to complete two writing tasks within six weeks. Phase
III (post-task) involved archiving student collaboration and writing products and collecting their
personal experiences and perspectives after the trial of Google Docs for collaborative work. To
sum up, data collection for this study last three months and relied on six primary sources: (1)
surveys, (2) comments in Google Docs, (3) activity history in Google Docs, (4) writing products,
both individual and collaborative, (5) reflections, and (6) interviews. The following paragraphs
provide further information for data collection instruments.

54
Table 6
Data collection timeline following Institution Review Board (IRB) approval
Phase
I

Week
1

2

3
4

II

5–7
8 – 10

III

11

12

Researcher’s activities
- sending email invitation to the
classroom teachers and requesting
them forward to all students
enrolling in ENG 202 course in
Spring 2018
- creating a list of students who
replied to the email
- asking another doctoral student to
randomly select 8 participants and
assign them to a group
- notifying selected participants and
sending them the informed consent
and survey
- sending out YouTube video that
shows how to collaborate in Google
Docs
- creating Google Docs page for each
group, inviting students as
collaborators, and posting writing
tasks and rubrics
- monitoring student activities in
Google Docs
- monitoring student activities in
Google Docs
- archiving student comments,
editing history and final writing
product in Google Docs
- sending out reflection to all
participants
- contacting each participant’s
teacher to collect his or her
assignment for argumentative essay
and medical report.
- conducting interview on selected
participants

Participants’ activities
- receiving invitation email
- replying to the researcher if they
are interested in participating
- signing the informed consent,
completing the survey and returning
to the researcher via email
- getting to know their group
members

- watching the video
- creating a Gmail account (if
necessary)
- accepting invitation
- reviewing writing rubrics
- consulting classroom notes for
writing techniques.
- collaborating with peers to
complete writing task 1
- collaborating with peers to
complete writing task 2
- completing reflection paper and
return to the researcher

- having interview with the
researcher

Survey. The main purpose of the survey was to collect each student’s demographic
information, their language proficiency, pervious experiences with Google Docs collaborative
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writing and their preference for completing group work activities. Such pre-task information will
facilitate my understandings of their collaboration during the study.
Comments and editing history. To scrutinize student participation in Google Docs
during their completion of two tasks, I archived two Google Docs pages at the end of the study.
All comments, feedback and editing history were categorized in chronological order.
Writing products. Students’ joint texts were extracted from Google Docs pages and
saved in a separate document. These papers will be reviewed by two examiners during the data
analysis.
Reflections. After their completion of two writing tasks, each participant will complete a
short reflection (Appendix F) in which they will address their personal perspectives and
experience of collaborating with their peers. They will return their completed reflection via
email.
Interview. During week 12, each participant was invited for a Skype interview for about
30 minutes. The main purpose of the interview was to further explore the student’s perspectives,
feelings and experiences after completing two collaborative writing tasks in Google Docs. Open
interview questions are included in the Appendix G.

My Role in the Study
In stark contrast with quantitative studies, data collection in qualitative studies was manipulated
through human interaction (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003). Greenbank (2003) argued that it is
necessary that qualitative researchers specify any possible human interventions such as self-bias,
assumptions or expectations. Punch (1998) added that qualitative researchers should also identify
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their role as either emic (an insider who is fully engaged in the activity) or etic (an outsider who
is an objective observer). To that end, the following paragraphs describes my role in this study.
My research interests centered on the application of technology in English language
teaching. Given the convenience of Google Docs for collaborative writing, I was interested in
exploring its potentials and challenges on language learners. As the researcher, I assumed the
following responsibilities: coming up with the methodology, contacting local instructors to
recruit and assign participants into groups, selecting a video showing students how to use Google
Docs, designing and posting writing tasks in Google Docs, monitoring their activities, and
providing technological support if requested. It should be noted that I was not the instructor in
any ENG 202 sections. Taking part in this study was completely voluntary and students could
withdraw at any time without any penalty.
My data collection and analysis in this study may be informed by the following factors:
(a) my previous work experience at this institution, (b) my understanding of students in my home
country, (c) my personal belief that technology can better facilitate language instruction, and (d)
my expectation for better writing products from students when they are allowed to complete
work collaboratively. My role in this study was generally etic as I limited myself to being an
objective observer throughout the study. Other than my role in Phase I as a facilitator and
coordinator, I left students to collaborate naturally in Phase 2 without any intervention. I asked
students to write reflection papers and conducted interviews in Phase 3 when all collaborative
work was completed.
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Data Analysis
At the end of week 12, I collected the necessary data for the study. Table 7 presents my data
collection matrix.
Table 7
Data collection matrix
Data collection Timeframe
method
Survey
Week 2

Type of data

Quantity of data

Students’
background
information

A total of eight
surveys from all
participants

Google Docsbased
comments and
history

Week 5 -10

Google Docs
pages

One page from
each group

Writing
product

Week 11

- completed
Google
Docs-based
writing texts
- individual
writing
papers

Reflection

Week 11

Reflection
paper

- Two
collaborative and
eight individual
argumentative
essays
- Two
collaborative and
eight individual
medical report
A set of eight
reflection papers

Interview

Week 12

Audio
recordings
and
transcripts

A set of four
audio files and
four transcripts

Purposes
To collect participants’
learning perspectives and
preferences before the
study
To evaluate each
student’s level of
engagement and
contribution in
collaborative tasks
To compare the
differences between
collaborative and
individual writing

To elicit student opinions
and experiences after the
task
To further explore
student perspectives

What guides my coding in this study. Charmaz (2014) recognized “the subjectivity and
the researcher’s involvement in the construction and interpretation of the data” (p. 14) during the
analysis process. By reviewing all sources of data multiple times, I can compare and contrast the
results. This method enabled my exploration of student collaboration in Google Docs and
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develop an in-depth understanding of their experiences and perspectives. Charmaz (2014) also
believed that researchers should re-visit interesting data and gain more understanding through a
process called inductive coding. Two stages of this process are open/initial and focused. The first
stage required a close examination of data based on words or phrases and a creation of label. It is
necessary that labels be created in gerund. The second stage involved re-examination and
identification of all repeated codes to gain a broader understanding of the phenomenon being
investigated. In addition to inductive coding, there was axial coding, proposed by Strauss and
Corbin (1990), which related categories to subcategories. Although this type of coding provided
the analytical framework for examining data and helps fully reflect the participant experience,
Charmaz (2014) also acknowledged that if it is the only coding method within a study, it may
limit “what and how researchers learn about their studied worlds, and thus, restricts the code they
construct” (p. 149). The question of whether to use open/focused or axial coding should depend
on the type of data. The following paragraphs describe how each source of data was processed,
coded, and analyzed after week 12.
Analysis of the survey
At the end of week two, I collected and synthesized 12 surveys from my participants. The
information from the surveys gave me an overview of participants’ demographic information,
such as gender, age, major, language proficiency and assisted me in gaining further
understanding of their collaboration activities.
Analysis of Comments in Google Docs. Student comments shed light on the way
students engaged in collaboration and co-constructed written texts. Every Google Docs page
consisted of two sides: on the left, students will compose the essay and express their opinions
whereas on the right, they can raise a question and leave comments or feedback.
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To analyze these pages, at the end of Week 10, I separated the complete essay and
discourse that each member produced during group collaboration. All discourses and
corresponding names were recorded in a separate Word document. Then, each segment of
discourse was classified based on the following types: language function and scaffolding
strategy.
Coding of language functions. I applied the open coding method that includes “the
process of breaking down, examining, comparing, conceptualizing and categorizing data”
(Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p. 61). To conduct open coding for student discourse during
collaboration, I thoroughly examined the data by paying attention to every word, phrase and
sentence. In this process, it was necessary to keep my mind open and identify participant action
from an insider’s perspective. The next step involved focused coding which required my reexamination of repeated codes so that I can analyze and conceptualize data at a larger level.
Rather than using an existing coding scheme for language function, I examined each segment of
discourse carefully, found connections between them and developed a unique coding scheme of
language function. This method of developing a taxonomy of language functions was done in a
previous study by Li and Zhu (2017). Some language functions that I found include, but were not
limited to, agreeing, disagreeing, complementing, giving opinion. To measure the level of
student engagement in the collaborative process, these functions will be grouped into either
initiating (proposing new ideas) or responding (reacting to peers’ ideas) (Li & Kim, 2016). Table
8 presents the definitions and examples of language functions that participants performed in this
dissertation.
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Table 8
Language function definitions and examples
Language
function
Agreeing
Answering
Apologizing
Arguing
Asking for
opinion
Closing
Complementing
Disagreeing
Elaborating

Eliciting
Expressing
opinion
Greeting
Instructing
Justifying
Providing
information
Questioning
Reasoning
Requesting
Stating
Suggesting

Definition

Example

Showing agreement with
peer(s)
Answering a question that a
peer just asked

I agree with you.
Ann: Wait a minute! Are we going to discuss
about the medical record or case report?
Lisa: case report
Sorry, I’ve deleted your comments

Feeling sorry for doing
something wrong
Giving clear reasons to explain But if everyone has health insurance, this
something is true
inequality can be reduced.
Soliciting an idea from peers
This is my opinion, how about you?
Saying goodbye
Emphasizing good quality
Showing disagreement with
peers
Giving more details or
information
Trying to get information or
reaction from peers
Showing an idea or belief
Saying hello to someone
Telling peer(s) to do
something
Giving a specific explanation
for something that may seem
unreasonable
Giving information to peers
Asking a question
Trying to form a judgement
about a situation
Asking peers to do something
Providing a fact
Sharing an idea for what
should be done

See you tomorrow. Good night!
Mark: Finally, we have done guys.
Alex: Great!
I think it isn’t really that part.
Liz: If health insurance is free, people can
examine their health regularly.
Lisa: It also helps to realize disease early and
give a lot of advantages for treatment.
Our topic is health insurance for free of
charge. Who has any idea?
I think it is a good idea for free health
insurance.
Good morning, everyone!
Ann will write one paragraph for agree.
Breathlessness is a reason make him go to the
hospital, so we should solve this problem
first.
Abstract will give brief information about
COPD.
So we are going to write a real case report,
right?
The problem here is that insurance is also a
form of business, not charity.
Can you explain this in a more detailed way?
Health insurance comprises of many parts, it
bases on the income and the ages.
We can also discuss what things that we can
write in each part.
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To enhance the validity of the coding results, I invited another doctoral student in the TESLA
program to join the coding of language functions. Calculation of the Cohen’s Kappa of intercoder reliability resulted in a value of .88.
Coding of scaffolding strategy. To code all comments based on the type of scaffolding, I
used the coding scheme that has been developed in previous studies (Schwieter, 2010; Lidz,
1991; Li, 2013; Li & Kim, 2016). Table 9 offered explanations and examples for the scaffolding
strategies that I found after the coding process.
Table 9
Scaffolding strategy coding schemes
Scaffolding Strategy
Definition
Affective involvement Showing good feelings for
an offer or suggestion
(Schwieter, 2010)
Change
Finding errors and
notifying peers
(Schwieter, 2010)
Contingent
Responding to an issue in
responsivity
an appropriate manner.
(Schwieter, 2010)
Direction
Maintaining the pursuit of a
maintenance
particular objective with
motivation (Wood, Bruner
& Ross, 1976)
Instructing
Giving instruction with
authority
De Guerrero and Villamil
(2000)
Intentionality
Influencing group members
by interacting with them or
calling for their attention
(Schwieter, 2010)
Intersubjectivity

Showing mutual
understanding between
people in communication
(Rommetveit, 1985)

Example
Thank you for sharing with me a good
example.
“Skip” may not be a good word.
I just found a site for more information
with this topic.
Don’t worry. I will check the correct
use of this word for you.
You should not use this word. It’s not
correct.
Mark: Waiting the opening of this
essay, Nancy!
Nancy: Introduction–It is widely
acknowledged that […]
(In this case Mark is asking Nancy to
provide the introduction of the essay)
I’m on the same page with you about
the fact that our country is still not as
well as developed as other countries
[…]
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Table 9 (Continued)
Meaning

Sharing of experience

Task regulation

Highlighting important
information or offering
explanation for some
information (Schwieter,
2010)
Sharing experience that
may generate ideas for
writing
(Schwieter, 2010)
Helping group members
resolve any task problems
that they may encounter
(Schwieter, 2010)

Jess: But how about the body?
Lisa: Let me see, we have some ideas
supporting for agree: help poor people,
make more equality, help children and
the old, help to examine our health
regularly. That’s all. Right?
I have recorded some cases about
COPD and I think it is suitable for our
who have already learn about clinical
practice.
Lisa: Everything have two sides.
Jess: but we may agree view with other
to write assay
Ann: First of all, I’ll talk about the
agreement. People especially the poor
will get a better treatment.
Jess: ok, everyone choose agreement,
now list advance of the free insurance.

Similar to the coding of language functions, I invited another doctoral student in TESLA
program to code the scaffolding strategies. Inter-coder reliability calculated via Cohen’s Kappa
achieved a value of .87.
Analysis of Revision History in Google Docs. In Google Docs, users can view any
changes that each member made through Revision History. This tab can be displayed by clicking
File, then See Revision History. Each change and the corresponding name of the person making
that change is categorized in chronological order. To view a specific change that was made,
Google Docs users simply click on the time on the right and then changes will appear on the left
(Figure 5)
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Figure 5. Revision History in Google Docs sample
At the end of the study, I collected all revision history (time, name and changes) for each
Google Docs page and archived them in chronological order for the coding process. The revision
history revealed participants’ actions in Google Docs (e.g., adding text, replacing text, deleting
text). I categorized student actions in Google Docs into language related contributions (LRCs)
and non-language related contributions (NLRCs) (Kessler, et al., 2012). Table 10 displays the
categories, definitions and examples of LRCs and NLRCs.
To enhance the reliability of coding of LRCs and NLRCs, I invited the cooperating
teacher at the research site to take part in this process. We discussed any differences between two
coders in the coding process and finally identified a total of 774 LRC and NLRC actions across
three groups. The Cohen’s Kappa calculation achieved .86 for inter-coder reliability.
Analysis of the student writing product. At the end of week 12, I exported the essay
and case report that each group completed at the end of the study. To evaluate the quality of the
student writing, I invited another doctoral student in the TESLA program to take part in the
coding and grading process. This process took place in two rounds. In the first round, we
identified and classified errors into three levels: word/phrase, sentence, and discourse. In the
second round, we graded student writing holistically in four criteria: task achievement, coherence
and cohesion, lexical resource, grammatical range and accuracy.
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Table 10
LRCs and NLRCs categories, definitions, and examples
Type

Category

Action
Changing pronoun

Example
We can improve health status of
patient, lengthen the their life span.

Changing punctuation
Changing a positive sentence to a
negative one (and vice versa)
Changing a singular noun/verb to
a plural one (and vice versa)
Form

Changing word spelling
Changing verb tense
Changing sentence structure

LRCs

Adding or replacing a preposition
Changing word form (e.g., noun
to verb)
Adding text (to compose the
essay/report)
Meaning

Deleting text
Replacing text

NLRCs

Other
(meaning
not
changed)

Format
Group
Discussion

Deleting without changing
meaning
Moving without changing
meaning
Replacing without changing
meaning
Adding number/bullet
Adding space
Changing word to lower/upper
case
Adding text to discuss with peers

he can’t not watch for and register the
health insurance in time
now we have a patient who is 64 years
old
establish a charity and use this money
for the free insurrance
he still hasd difficulty breathing while
exertion
Job:no job in this time retired now but
was a driver in the past
The patient is treated continuously with
at the district hospital
decreasing in breathlessness after
releasing phlegm
The charge of health insurance should
be free for everyone is a good idea.
his family also must pay a considerable
amount of money for medicines and
treatments.
Job:no job in this timeretired now but
was a driver in the past
On the day of admission, more
difficulty breathing made him to take
Ventolin
BNP:744 pg/ml (normal <100
pg/mL)744 pg/ml (normal <100
pg/mL)
thereforeas a result, the total tax which
the government collects will be higher,
32.
Hypertension
_phH below 7,4; PaCO2 above 40
mmHg
SO we should start discussing about
the first topic, should not we?.
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Table 11
Language error examples
Level
Word/Phrase

Sentence

Discourse

Type

Example
Gerund
[…] resident are in agreement of perform in a better
way […]
Noun
The patients hard breathing while walking, lying
down with head low
Part of speech
[…] both finance and policy are not good enough
for the developing of health insurance in that way.
Prepositional
Health is important with anybody.
Pronoun
Moreover, a person will care for their health more if
they have to pay […]
Spelling
[…] the produce of complaination just makes the
time get longer […]
Subject–verb agreement
it also have some difficulties
Verb form (tense/voice)
In the past, the patients has treated the myocardial
infarction
Word choice
Except for the truly dentitude, health care should
never be free due to two main reasons […]
Word form
the government should have some people policies
(singular/plural/possessive) to give their citizen
Conjunction
Hard breathing when lying down with low head. So
he may have pulmonary embolism.
Fragment
[…] the tax will become higher and maybe higher
than the fee of health insurance each person has to
pay for. Which is also okay with high income
people, but it will be a burden for the poor.
Missing or redundant word If this method is applied, it will not fair for
everyone.
Punctuation
Patients should be matched closely for age and
severity of impairment, because younger
individuals […]
Run-on sentence
The method that health insurance should be free of
charge for everyone is not really suitable for all
countries, it depends on the condition of the country
in many fields like policy, economy, politic
Sentence structure
there are many people forget to care for their own
health.
Wrong word-order
However, many people nowadays want health
insurance free all
Meaning/Transitions of
So, people, especially the poor can be treated in a
thoughts
good condition of their mind and can get over
quickly if they get free healthy insurance.
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Previous studies have established three levels for categorizing student errors in language
writing. Hengwichitkil (2006) maintained that language errors, such as punctuation, run-ons, and
fragments should be analyzed at the sentential level. Runkati (2013) also added that, some other
errors (e.g., articles, word choices, and prepositions) should be assigned into the word/phrase
level. Gottlieb and Ernst-Slavit (2014) later posited that, to consider “the quality, quantity,
accuracy, complexity and sophistication of language use” (p. 4), we should divide dimensions of
academic language into three levels—word/phrase, sentence, and discourse. To examine the
dimensions of language use among three groups in this study, I identified and categorized their
language errors into three levels that Gottlieb and Ernst-Slavit (2014) proposed. Table 11 provide
coding scheme and examples for three levels of language errors that was developed in this study.
In this table, student errors were taken from Google Docs pages and underlined.
In the first round, two raters went over the coding scheme of language errors presented in
Table 11 and each rater then coded errors separately. After the coding process, they identified a
total of 183 errors across three levels and calculated the Cohen’s Kappa for inter-coder reliability
and achieved a result of .97.
To evaluate the quality of student writing products in the second round, two raters gave
scores and provided comments using the IELTS Writing band descriptors published by British
Council, United Kingdom. This band descriptor can be downloaded at
https://takeielts.britishcouncil.org/sites/default/files/IELTS_task_2_Writing_band_descriptors.pdf

Students’ writing scores were based on five criteria: (1) grammar accuracy; (2) lexical resources;
(3) writing coherence; (4) task achievement; and (5) overall quality. The inter-rater reliability for
the writing scores was calculated at .86 via Cohen’s Kappa calculation. Although the IELTS
exam is popular in Vietnam, it is not easy to hire certified IELTS writing examiners to grade
student assignments due to the limited budget available at public institutions. Writing raters,
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most of whom do not receive official training from Cambridge University, use the IELTS
Writing band descriptors as a standard rubric to evaluate student writing quality. This status quo
equally applies to the research site where this dissertation was conducted. Two invited raters had
experience in using the IELTS Writing band descriptors to grade student writing products. These
raters graded a combined 1,100 writing products in one academic year. One rater had more than
six academic years’ experience in grading student writings while the other had about five
academic years in assessing student writing quality. Despite their lack of formal training and
certification by Cambridge University, both had extensive field experience and, therefore, it is
not unreasonable to accept the accuracy of the results they provided. Even so, such results should
be accepted with considerable caution.
Analysis of the student reflection and interview. The analysis of interview and
reflection papers facilitated an in-depth understanding of the lived experiences of the participants
(Moustakas, 1994; Grbich, 2013), interpret the meaning of each individual’s lived experiences,
and examine their important qualities (Hatch, 2002; Creswell, 2009). Participants in this study
shared their experiences of using Google Docs to complete collaborative writing tasks. During
the interview, I attempted to get insights into their lived experiences. I asked open-ended
questions to understand how participants negotiated writing tasks with their peers and engaged in
the collaborative process. The analysis of student interviews was done based on Creswell’s
(2009) systemic process and included five steps (Figure 6). At the end of the interview analysis, I
found several themes that recorded students’ perception and experiences of Google Docs-based
collaborative writing.
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Reading through the whole transcription of the interview/reflection and
coming up with an overall theme.

Reading the whole transcription once again and coming up with different
topics and sub-topics.

Developing codes for each topic and assigning codes for each segment of
the interview transcription.

Putting coded segments into related groups and naming each group with
descriptive words.

Conducting data analysis based on these groups.

Figure 6. Steps of analyzing student interview transcripts

How Results of Data Analysis Answer Research Questions.
Collecting and analyzing multiple sources of data helps to answer research questions in a
comprehensive and thorough manner. The relationship between analysis and research questions
in this study can be summarized in Table 12.
The first research question investigates the collaboration of participants in three
categories: interaction, contribution and scaffolding strategies. To identify student interactions, I
examined the language function that each member produced in the study. The results displayed
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all language aspects (e.g., form, meaning) and language functions (e.g., questioning, answering,
resolving issues) that each group performed during peer interactions. When reviewing student
language function, I also considered the amount of initiating and responding that occured within
each group’s communication. To explore participant contributions during collaborative work, I
analyzed each member’s editing history in Google Docs. This process revealed whether students
focus on language related (e.g., changing words in the written text) or non-language related (e.g.,
editing fonts) contributions. To evaluate the extent to which group members scaffold together, I
examined their employment of scaffolding strategies. The results documented the student’s
ability to use linguistic resources to support their peers. Taking participant interactions,
contributions and scaffolding strategies together, I developed an overall picture of student
collaboration by scrutinizing the level of mutuality and equality that took place within each
group. Finally, I compared the overall collaboration pattern between two groups of students in
this study.
The second research question explored the influence of task types on student engagement
in collaborative work. Participants were asked to complete two writing tasks: an argumentative
essay and a medical report. To determine whether task types have any impacts on student
collaboration, I re-examined their language functions, the amount of contribution (LRCs and
NLRCs), and the usage pattern of scaffolding strategies. For each group, I examined the data
collected from the completed tasks. I presented any possible impacts by comparing how the
groups engaged in each collaborative task. Lastly, I compared the collaborative patterns that
occur when two groups completed each writing task.
The third research question aimed to record any potential impacts of Google Docs usage
on student writing products in terms of task achievement, coherence/cohesion, lexical resources,
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and grammatical range and accuracy. Each group’s collaborative texts were scrutinized by two
examiners whose detailed feedback shed some light onto the impacts of Google Docs on the
writing products. Through the examination of writing convention, ideas, and the use of English
in collaborative settings, this research question seek to reveal whether Google Docs had any
influence on students’ ability to write texts coherently and accurately using a wide range of
lexical resources.
Table 12
Data analysis and research questions

RQ1

What is
investigated
Interaction
Contribution
Scaffolding

RQ2

Task types and
student participation

RQ3

The potential of
Google Docs on
writing products
Student engagement
in the collaborative
process

RQ4

Source(s) of data and how to answer research questions
- analysis of comments based on language function
- comparison of how each group completes two tasks
- analysis of comments based on types of LRCs and NLRCs
- comparison of how each group completes two tasks
- analysis of comments based on scaffolding strategies
- comparison of how each group completes two tasks
- patterns of interaction, contribution and scaffolding found
in RQ1
- comparison of how each group completes each task
- assessment results of writing product
- comparison of writing products between tasks and groups
- patterns of interaction, contribution and scaffolding found
in RQ1
- thematic analysis of the interview and reflection
- the relationship between student perspective and actual
performance in collaborative work

The last research question explored any potential factors that may inform the participant
collaborative process. To answer this research question, I linked each participant’s collaborative
pattern with his/her background and experiences documented in the survey, reflection and
interview. Thematic analysis of the student reflection and interview exhibited background
reasons behind student collaboration in this study. The triangulation of data identified any
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possible relationship among students’ various personal language background, learning
preferences, technological skills and the way they collaborated with peers for Google Docsbased collaborative writing tasks.

Research Quality
In this section, I explain how this study complies with qualitative research requirements in the
following categories: ethical consideration, trustworthiness and triangulation of data.
Ethical considerations. Marshall and Rossman (2011) mentioned three requirements for
human participation in empirical studies:
(a) “participants understand (have explained to them) that this is a research study with
specific parameters and interests”;
(b) “they are free to participate or not without prejudice”;
(c) “their identities will be masked (protected) as much as possible” (p. 90)
To comply with these requirements, I conducted the following activities to protect my
participants. First, each participant was assigned a pseudonym that was used in lieu of the his or
her real name. No identifying information could be sought after the interviews. Participants were
provided a hard copy of the informed consent form that clearly addressed the purposes,
requirements, compensation, benefits and possible risks of this study in plain English.
Participants who agreed to proceed signed the consent form before taking part in this study.
Second, all participants were reassured that their identities would protected to the fullest
extent possible throughout the period of research and thereafter. Participants were encouraged to
only take part in this study if they wanted to volunteer without feeling pressured. They were free
to participate in this research or withdraw at any time. There were no penalties or loss of any
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benefits they were entitled to receive if they decided to stop taking part in this study. Taking part
in this study did not affect their ENG 202 course grade or student status.
Next, all Google Docs pages were be password-protected, that is, only group members
could gain access with their Gmail passwords. Upon my completion of the data collection, the
entire contents of the files were compressed into an encrypted zip file and the Google Docs pages
were deleted. Data collected was moved to a DVD (or DVDs) and stored in my safe. At the end
of each interview, the data obtained was compared to the semi-structured interview questions and
to the overarching research questions. Participants were also given a copy of the transcripts to
review. Additionally, a follow-up interview may occur to clarify any data collected.
Trustworthiness. Lincoln and Guba (1985) established four strategies for enhancing the
trustworthiness of a qualitative study: credibility, transferability, dependability and
conformability. Elo, Kaariainen, Kanste, Polkki, Utriainen, and Kyngas (2014) explained these
strategies in detail. To enhance credibility, I ensured participants meet the selection criteria and
data collection procedures follow the stated guidelines. Transferability refers to the fact that the
findings in a qualitative study can be generalized or transferred to other contexts. Dependability
requires data analysis to remain stable under different conditions. Conformability looks for the
objectivity in a study, that is, the findings are formed by the data collected and avoid the
researcher’s bias or personal perspectives.
To ensure the credibility of this study, the researcher must select the most appropriate
data collection instruments so that data collected can address the focus of the research questions
(Polit and Beck, 2012). In this study, data was collected from a variety of sources, such as
students’ comments, revision history, interviews and reflections. Such data resources were
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relevant to the research focus and were triangulated to confirm and verify the findings of the
study.
The transferability of this study can be achieved with a solid description of participants,
research settings and research methodology. In addition, the study should report in detail the
criteria and principles for recruiting participants so that the findings can be transferred to other
learning contexts.
Inviting another experienced, qualitative researcher to join the data analysis can increase
the dependability of this study. Inter-coder and inter-rater reliability were calculated at the end of
the coding and grading processes. Discussion between two coders and two raters is required in
order to uncover any discrepancies that may occur in the analysis process.
To achieve high conformability for this study, the researcher will reflect the participant
perspectives in an authentic manner. For example, in the result section, a participant’s direct
quotation should be used to illustrate the relationship between data and findings. Any direct
quotation, however, should be used judiciously. Elo et al. (2014) reminded that “if quotations are
overused in the results section, the results of the analysis may be unclear” (p. 7). Triangulation of
data is another method to augment conformability as it can help the researcher in verifying the
findings previously established.
Triangulation of data. As Stake (1995) posited, triangulation should be incorporated in
qualitative studies in order to “gain the needed confirmation”, “increase the credence in the
interpretation”, and “increase commonality of an assertion” (p. 112). He believed that if data are
triangulated, we are able to “see if what we are observing and reporting carries the same meaning
when found under different circumstances” (p. 113). Furthermore, triangulation supports validity
testing through the convergence of information from multiple sources (Carter, Bryant-Lukosius,
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DiCenso, Blythe, & Neville, 2014). In this study, data was triangulated from multiple sources:
surveys, Google Docs pages, writing products, reflections, and interviews. Data were collected
before, during, and after the participants take part in the study.

Summary
In this chapter, I presented and explained the rationale for selecting a qualitative case study for
this study. I attempted to provide detailed information regarding my research site and
participants with inclusion and exclusion criteria. This chapter also addressed my data collection
procedures : surveys, Google Docs pages, writing products, reflections, and interviews of
students which are then analyzed through the lens of grounded theory. To elaborate how the
quality of this study is assured, I concluded this chapter with my discussion of ethical
consideration, trustworthiness and triangulation of data.
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CHAPTER 4:
ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION
This chapter presents the data analysis and discussion for four research questions. I answer each
research question by analyzing relevant data and discussing major findings. To support my
discussion throughout this chapter, I also include some Google Docs screenshots and direct
quotes from student interviews, reflections, and rater comments.

Collaborative Strategies in Google Docs
This section answers the first research question of how EFL students employed strategies of
interaction, contribution, and scaffolding when they completed two collaborative writing tasks in
Google Docs. To answer this question through the theoretical constructs of SCT I focus on
language functions and Google Docs-based changes that occurred during student collaboration.
In the first part of this section I will present an overview of how students participated in a Google
Docs-based setting. By relating to Storch’s (2002) model of peer interaction I will display each
group’s level of engagement and completion. Then, based on the language functions and
contribution actions, I will describe in detail how each group member engaged in collaborative
tasks and made contributions to the final writing products.
An overview of student participation. Storch’s (2002) model of peer interaction refers
to four distinct patterns of interaction based on the level of mutuality and equality that each
member demonstrates during collaboration. To identify the most appropriate interaction pattern
when one group completed a task, Li (2014), Li and Kim (2016), and Li and Zhu (2011)
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examined both the language functions and contribution actions that students performed. The
language functions can help us to explore how students interact and engage in their task
discussions (i.e., task engagement) while the contribution actions can reveal how each student
made changes in collaborative platform to complete writing tasks (i.e., task completion).
Therefore, to provide an overview of student participation I focus on the number of language
functions and changes in Google Docs pages observed throughout the study. Table 13 displays
the percentage of language functions and changes that each member performed during
collaboration in Task 1 and Task 2.
Table 13
Percentages of language functions and changes in Google Docs
Group Member

1

Lisa
Liz
Jess
Ann
Total (Group 1)
2
Jack
Jason
Kevin
Mike
Total (Group 2)
3
Nancy
Mark
James
Alex
Total (Group 3)

Task 1
Total language
functions
74
28.9%
24
9.4%
65
25.4%
93
36.3%
256
17
38.6%
0
0%
3
6.8%
24
54.5%
44
35
24.1%
21
14.5%
50
34.5%
39
26.9%
145

Total changes in
Google Docs
52
23.9%
30
13.8%
85
39.0%
51
23.4%
218
23
25.3%
2
2.2%
11
12.1%
55
60.4%
91
24
30.0%
25
31.3%
20
25.0%
11
13.8%
80

Task 2
Total language
functions
21
22.6%
27
29.0%
20
21.5%
25
26.9%
93
6
10.3%
13
22.4%
7
12.1%
32
55.2%
58
42
30.7%
12
8.8%
52
38.0%
31
22.6%
137

Total changes in
Google Docs
19
19.0%
41
41.0%
24
24.0%
16
16.0%
100
19
17.8%
20
18.7%
28
26.2%
40
37.4%
107
33
17.7%
19
10.2%
97
52.2%
37
19.9%
186

Because the pattern of interaction is determined by task engagement (mutuality) and task
completion (equality), I examined each member’s percentage of language functions and changes
and came up with an overall interaction pattern for each group, as reflected in Table 14.
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Table 14
A summary of interaction patterns in each writing task for three groups.
Group
Task
1
1
(Female
only)

Overall pattern
Mostly
collaborative
(mid-high mutuality
and mid-high
equality)

2

Expert/novice (high
mutuality but low
equality)

1

Dominant/passive
(low mutuality and
low equality)

2

Dominant/dominant
(high equality but
low mutuality)

3
1
(Male/
Female)

Mostly
collaborative
(mid-high mutuality
and mid-high
equality)
Dominant/passive
(mid-low mutuality
and mid-low
equality)

2
(Male
only)

2

Justification
Three members actively engaged in task
completion while one member (Liz) had a slightly
lower level of participation (13.8%). Except for
Liz, all members were engaged in asking questions,
sharing ideas, exchanging information, and coconstructing written texts.
The level of mutuality among members was nearly
equal as no significant difference in the number of
language functions among group members was
found. However, Liz became dominant in this task
for a substantial number of changes (41%) in
Google Docs, thus reducing the equality level
within this group.
Two members (Mike and Jack) performed more
language functions and made significantly more
changes in Google Docs than two other members.
Little interaction among members was recorded.
Jason nearly withdrew himself from task
negotiation and text co-construction.
No significant difference in the number of Google
Docs changes suggests that each member attempted
to contribute toward task completion. However, an
unequal number of language functions among four
members implied that this group did not pay much
attention to each other’s contributions.
Three members performed a substantially higher
number of language functions than Mark. A
roughly equal number of changes in Google Docs
were made by Nancy, Mark, and James (but not
Alex), thus slightly reducing the equality level.
James almost controlled the task with a
significantly high quantity of changes (52.2%). The
number of language functions varied considerably
among four members.

It is apparent that the interaction patterns vary between and within groups. Figure 7 represents
each group’s level of equality and mutuality across tasks in Storch’s (2012) model of peer
interaction.
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High mutuality: high level of engagement with each
other’s contribution

Group 1–Task 2

Group 1–Task 1
Group 3–Task 1

Expert/Novice
Dominant/Passive
Group 2–Task 1

Collaborative
Dominant/Dominant

High equality: high
degree control or
authority over the
task

Group 2–Task 2

Group 3–Task 2
Figure 7. Group level of equality and mutuality across tasks represented in model of peer
interaction (Storch, 2012)

Description of collaboration activities in each group. In the following sub-sections, I
will present how each group employed strategies of interaction, contribution, and scaffolding in
each task. To answer how each group interacted during collaboration I examined specific
language functions that students performed. To identify how each member contributed to the coconstruction of written texts, I explored types of language-related contributions (LRCs) and nonlanguage-related contributions (NLRCs). To explore how each group scaffolded each other
during collaborative work I investigated scaffolding strategies that each group used across tasks.
Table 15 summarizes data sources to answer my first research questions. I will present how each
group completed each task by describing their employment of language functions, contribution
types, and scaffolding strategies.
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Table 15
Data sources to answer the first research question
Research question
When completing
collaborative writing
tasks in Google Docs,
how do EFL students
employ strategies of
interaction, contribution,
and scaffolding?

Focus
Interaction
Contribution
Scaffolding

Data sources
Language functions members performed in their
discourses
Types of LRC and NLRC recorded with Revision
History—a tool in Google Docs that allows users
to track all changes.
Types of scaffolding that members used to
support their peers.

Collaboration pattern in Group 1
Types of language function. Table 16 shows the dynamic interaction among members in
Group 1 for the negotiation and completion of the first task. All members performed a wide
variety of language functions to initiate group discussion and respond to their peers. For instance,
Ann performed a total of 93 language functions while Lisa and Jess engaged in group
conversations by responding to their peers’ ideas and input. Although Liz did not have as many
interactions as other members, she made great attempts to join the writing process. Upon their
co-construction of written texts, Group 1 engaged in a total of 14 categories of language
functions for initiating discussion and 15 categories for responding to peers’ ideas, comments, or
questions.
It can be seen from the table that suggesting, stating, and questioning are common
categories of language functions that members in this group performed to start a task discussion.
When observing their Google Docs page, I noticed that this group preferred questioning their
peers, offering suggestions, and stating their perspectives for the writing content. To reply to
their peers’ ideas, input, or questions this group tended to express their opinions, show their
agreement, answer their peers’ questions, or suggest another solution. Excerpt 1 below
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demonstrates how group members were engaged in the discussion. It should be noted that in the
following excerpts, the letter I before each category (e.g., I-Stating) is the abbreviation of
initiating and the letter R (e.g., R-Expressing opinion) stands for responding.
Table 16

Responding

Initiating

Language functions Group 1 performed in Task 1
Language function
Arguing
Asking for opinion
Compromising
Disagreeing
Elaborating
Eliciting
Expressing opinion
Greeting
Instructing
Justifying
Questioning
Requesting
Stating
Suggesting
Total
Agreeing
Answering
Apologizing
Arguing
Asking for opinion
Clarifying
Closing
Disagreeing
Elaborating
Expressing opinion
Justifying
Providing information
Questioning
Stating
Suggesting
Total

Lisa
1
2
1
1
1
2
1
1
6
2
10
10
38
11
2
1
1
3
1
4
7

Liz
1

1
1
1
3
1
1
3
12
4
1

3

Jess
1
3

Ann
3
3

1
2
2

1
3
2
4
1

1
4
3
7
4
28
9
5
2

4
9
1
5
7
43
12
2
2
3
4

3
2
11

1
2
1
16
1

2
1
2
37

2
2
2
50

2
1
1
3
36

3
12

Total
6
8
1
1
6
5
9
1
1
7
22
7
23
24
121
36
10
5
4
7
1
1
5
7
37
1
2
5
4
10
135
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Excerpt 1. Google Docs page (05/30/18)
Jess: We have to clearly outline. Our assay comprises of three apart. The first is the opening, the
next is body which is apart will be written clearly about our view, the last is ending. (I-Stating)
Lisa: But should we completely agree or partly agree? We should give some disadvantages if we
partly agree. (I-Questioning)
Jess: I completely agree with free insurance (R-Expressing opinion)
Ann: We can vote (I-Suggesting)
Ann: For me, I choose partly agree. (R-Expressing opinion)
Jess: Why do you choose partly agree, Ann? (R-Questioning)
Ann: Because I think there are many troubles can happen. (R-Justifying)
Liz: You think if we agree and suggest some solution for disadvantages? (I-Questioning)
Ann: Yes! (R-Answering)
Ann: But for our essay I think we shouldn’t talk many about the troubles. We can show many
advantages and solutions to persuade everyone, right? (I-Questioning)

Excerpt 1 shows how Group 1 discussed whether they would agree or partly agree with
the statement that health insurance should be free. Three members—Lisa, Jess, and Ann—
employed a variety of language functions such as questioning and expressing opinion for their
negotiation. As the excerpt reveals, although Liz’s teammates were engaged in a back-and-forth
to reach an agreement, her participation level in group discussions was relatively low. When her
friends initiated a new topic of discussion she mostly responded with one statement or one
question, thus making fewer discourses than her peers.
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Table 17

Responding

Initiating

Language functions Group 1 performed in Task 2
Language function
Asking for opinion
Elaborating
Eliciting
Expressing opinion
Greeting
Instructing
Providing information
Questioning
Requesting
Stating
Suggesting
Total
Agreeing
Answering
Apologizing
Closing
Disagreeing
Expressing opinion
Instructing
Justifying
Providing information
Suggesting
Total

Lisa

Liz
3

Jess
1

1
1
2
2
1
1
8
2

1
2
1
1
3
1
1
3
1
17
1
1
1

1
2
1
1
3
3
13

3
2
1
9

1
1
2
2
1
8
1
1
2

Ann
1
1
2
1
1
4
2
2
14
4
1

1
2
3

1
2

2
12

3
11

Total
4
2
2
4
3
3
8
9
1
7
4
47
8
1
4
1
3
9
4
1
5
9
45

Table 17 represents the number of language functions that Group 1 performed in the
second task. In this task, although all members reduced their participation they remained
engaged in interacting with each other for co-constructing the written text. Liz is the most active
group member, performing 17 functions for initiating conversations and nine for replying to her
friends. Lisa and Jess were more involved in responding to their peers than asking for
information. Ann took part in the writing process by answering and asking her peers for ideas.
Overall, this group performed a total of 47 functions for initiating the discussion and 45
functions for responding to peers. As can be seen from this table, members preferred
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questioning, providing information, and stating facts to solicit ideas from their friends. To reply
to their peers, they mostly showed their agreement, expressed their opinion, and offered
suggestions. Excerpt 2 below illustrates the language functions that occurred frequently when
this group worked together.
Excerpt 2. Google Docs page (05/30/18)
Liz: Hello everyone, can we continue discuss about case report? (I-Greeting & Eliciting)
Ann: Yes, I agree with you (R-Agreeing)
Lisa: Which disease do you want to discuss about? (R-Questioning)
Liz: My opinion is cancer (R-Expressing opinion)
Lisa: Cancer is a good idea, but we need a case that has typical signs and symptoms, it will be
easy for us to discuss (R-Expressing opinion)
Ann: I think we should discuss about a material cancer…breast cancer?!? (R-Suggesting)
Ann: Or everyone can suggest some other ideas (R-Elaborating)
Liz: In this weekend, we have the case about Benign prostatic hyperplasia. So, I think this
disease is a good idea. (R-Expressing opinion)
Lisa: It sounds interesting! (R-Expressing opinion)
Liz: I think we choose one in 4 first part: an abstract, an introduction with a brief literature
review, a description of the case, a discussion of the case. Then we write about a summary and a
conclusion together. (I-Expressing opinion & Instructing)
Jess: I think we should choose easier cancer! Benign prostatic is difficulty for ours. (RSuggesting & Disagreeing)
Liz: Jess, how you think about Benign prostatic hyperplasia? But it is not cancer disease. (IAsking for opinion)
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Ann: Right, Benign prostatic hyperplasia sounds good. (R-Agreeing)
Liz: OK, so how you think about Ann’s opinion about breast cancer? (I-Asking for opinion)
Jess: ok. We may have 1 patient with name, address, DOB, ... (R-Answering & Instructing)
Ann: So… finally we are going to write about the Benign prostatic hyperplasia, right?!? (IQuestioning)
Jess: yes. I think we should have specific case. For example: Name, Address … (R-Answering
& Suggesting)
Ann: we also met this case in our hospital last week, so I think we can make a good case report
of this disease. (R-Expressing opinion)

Excerpt 2 displays common language functions that Group 2 performed when deciding
on a specific disease for their writing of a medical report. In this excerpt, Liz started the
conversation with her elicitation for a discussion of the medical case report. Two other
members—Ann and Lisa—responded with their questions, opinions, and suggestions and they
reached an agreement on writing a case report for a patient with benign prostatic hyperplasia.
Jess was not involved in this part, but she later suggested choosing another disease. Liz and Ann,
who wanted to stick with benign prostatic hyperplasia however, challenged her suggestion. Jess
acquiesced to her friends’ ideas and the group finally reached an agreement.
This excerpt also represents the engagement level for each member upon their completion
of Task 2. Though Liz was quite passive in Task 1, she was the discussion leader in Task 2 with
different questions to initiate the group conversation. In Task 2 Jess reduced substantially her
engagement in group conversations and became slightly reserved in discussions with her peers.
Ann and Liza remained in their active roles and engaged with group discussion.
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Table 18
Types of Google Docs contribution Group 1 completed in Task 1

LRCs

Type Category
Form

NLRCs

Meaning

Action
Changing pronoun
Changing punctuation
Changing a positive sentence to a
negative one (and vice versa)
Changing a singular noun/verb to a
plural one (and vice versa)
Changing word spelling
Changing verb tense
Adding or replacing a preposition
Changing word form (e.g., noun to
verb)
Total Form (30)
Adding text
Deleting text
Replacing text
Total Meaning (76)
Moving without changing meaning

Other
(meaning
not
Total Other (1)
changed)
Total and % LRCs by each member
(107)
Format
Changing word to lower/upper case
Total Format (1)
Group
Adding text to discuss with peers
Discussion Total Group Discussion (110)
Unrelated
Adding text not related to the task
completion
Total Unrelated (2)
Total and % NLRCs by each member
(113)

Lisa

Liz

Jess
1

Ann
1

1
1
9

1
4

6
1

1
4
10
22

5
13

22

13

14
17
8
4
29
1

1
11
1
12

1
32
18
44
29.9% 16.8% 41.1%
1
1
22
12
39
22
12
39
1

13
12.1%
37
37
1

1
1
22
12
40
38
19.5% 10.6% 36.3% 33.6%

Types of contribution. The idea of categorizing student actions in Google Docs into
language related contributions (LRCs) and non-language related contributions (NLRCs) was
originally implemented in Kessler, Bikowski and Boggs’ (2012) study. To examine how each
member contributed to group writing products I replicated this study when tracking and coding
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changes in Google Docs with the Revision History function. All changes are classified into LRCs
and NLRCs. Tables 18 and 19 display all recorded contribution types that Group 1 made when
they worked together to complete Task 1 and Task 2, respectively.
As Table 18 shows, Group 1 generally paid slightly more attention to making nonlanguage related contributions than language related contributions—a total of 107 LRCs and 113
NLCRs changes were recorded in Task 1. When I reviewed LRCs, I noticed that this group
focused on meaning rather than form for their co-construction of written texts. Attention to
meaning is twice as much as that to form. Seventy-six changes were meaning-related while there
were only 30 form-related changes. Among many actions in meaning category (76), Group 1
focused mostly on adding texts when they collaborated with peers to write an argumentative
essay. My observation of the Google Docs page reveals their tendency to add phrases or
sentences to build a complete essay, which explains the high number of changes in adding text.
The screenshot below shows Jess added a text by typing it directly into Google Docs.

Figure 8.1. Screenshot of Revision History (04/16/18) in Google Docs
In the form category it is evident that changing word spelling is the most common action.
This action occurred when group members edited, revised, or proofread the written texts. The
following example illustrates their ability to identify and correct spelling for especially,
capability, and government.

Figure 8.2. Screenshot of Revision History (04/16/18) in Google Docs

87
Table 19
Types of Google Docs contribution Group 1 completed in Task 2
Type Category
Form

NLRCs

LLRCs

Meaning

Action
Changing word form (e.g., noun to
verb)
Total Form (1)
Adding text
Deleting text
Replacing text
Total Meaning (30)
Deleting without changing meaning

Lisa
1
1
5
5

Liz

Jess

Ann

15
2
4
21
1

3

1

3

1

Other
(meaning
not
Total Other (1)
1
changed)
Total and % LRCs by each member
6
22
3
1
(32)
18.8% 68.8% 9.38% 3.13%
Format
Adding space
9
Changing word to lower/upper case
3
Total Format (12)
3
9
Group
Adding text to discuss with peers
13
15
10
15
discussion Total Group Discussion (53)
13
15
10
15
Unrelated Adding text not related to the task
1
2
completion
Total Unrelated (3)
1
2
Total and % NLRCs by each member
13
19
21
15
(68)
19.1
27.9
30.9
22.1
Among many NLRCs, group members added a large number of texts to discuss with

peers. This suggests that Group 1 used Google Docs not only for co-constructing an essay but
also for negotiating or exchanging information with their teammates. The example below
displays how Group 1 used Google Docs as a platform for communicating with their members to
reach a decision regarding their opinion about free health insurance.

Figure 9. Screenshot of Revision History (04/09/18) in Google Docs
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Jess was the most productive student with the most different actions in Google Docs
platform. Her diverse actions included changing word spelling and word form; adding, deleting,
and replacing texts; and inserting texts to communicate with her partners. Liz, however, limited
her collaboration to fewer actions such as changing word spelling, adding texts, and having
discussion with her friends.
Table 19 represents all actions that Group 1 completed when they worked together to
complete Task 2. As can be seen in this table, a great more attention was given to NLRCs than
LRCs. Specifically, there are 68 actions in NLRCs compared to only 32 actions in LRCs. Fiftythree out of 68 NLRC actions belong to the group discussion category. These figures indicate
that Group 1 mainly used Google Docs to negotiate with friends for the co-construction of a
medical report. The example below presents how four members used Google Docs to discuss the
structure of a medical report.

Figure 10. Screenshot of Revision History (04/23/18) in Google Docs
There are three instances in the unrelated category in which two group members, Liz and
Jess, talked about some topics not directly related to the writing project. An example would be
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Jess’s concern that she might not be able to get writing done on time due to her heavy work
schedule.

Figure 11. Screenshot of Revision History (05/03/18) in Google Docs
In the NLRC format category, while Jess performed nine actions of adding space and Liz
had three of changing word to lower/upper case, two other members, Lisa and Ann, did not have
any contributions. The actions from Jess and Liz were mainly for formatting the medical report
layout. For instance, they believed that there should be a tab between client’s name and Nguyen
Van A (proper name of the patient).

Figure 12. Screenshot of Revision History (05/03/18) in Google Docs
A majority of actions (30) in the LRC type falls into the meaning category in which
adding a text to Google Docs still remains the most frequent contribution. Two actions of
deleting text and four actions of replacing text occurred in this task. Surprisingly, in this task the
whole group had only one action in changing word form and one in deleting a text without
changing meaning, which is significantly different from Task 1. Results of the LRC actions
pointed out the fact that, although some language errors existed, teammates did not spend much
time proofreading and editing their written work. The example below suggests this group’s lack
of attention to some language errors in some phrases such as there are many disease is appearing
or special old people.
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Figure 13. Screenshot of Revision History (05/07/18) in Google Docs
Scaffolding strategies. Table 20 displayed a variety of scaffolding strategies that Group 1
employed in both tasks. Overall this group exhibited a collective scaffolding (Li and Zhu, 2013)
pattern in which members are “at the same time individually novices and collectively experts”
(Donato, 1994, p. 46). Although the number of language functions and types of contributions
varied among members, all members were able to pool their resources and support each other.
Table 20
Scaffolding strategies Group 1 employed in their collaboration
Scaffolding Strategies
Affective involvement
Change
Contingent responsivity
Direction maintenance
Instructing
Intentionality
Intersubjectivity
Meaning
Sharing of experience
Task regulation
Total

Group 1
Task 1
5
5
7
3
3
1
1
7
1
7
40

Task 2
2
1
1
1
2
1
3
4
1
4
20

In Task 1 this group frequently employed the strategy of contingent responsivity—an act
of being familiar with teammates’ behavior and giving an appropriate response (Schwieter,
2010)—for their writing content. Their response to peers’ questions or concerns should be
relevant in this strategy, as except 3 shows:
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Excerpt 3. Google Docs page (05/30/18)
Liz: We can refer information by internet.
Lisa: http://www.bu.edu/law/files/2016/01/EllisPaper.pdf
This is some information I have just found, I hope it will be useful

In this example, four members were discussing the advantages of free insurance for
everyone across the country. Liz suggested looking for relevant information from online sources
and Lisa responded with a link that addressed Liz’s concerns. Two other frequently occurring
scaffolding strategies are meaning and task regulation. The meaning strategy seeks to highlight
important information or provide explanation for some information while task regulation aims to
help group members resolve any task problems that they may encounter (Schwieter, 2010).
Excerpt 4. Google Docs page (05/30/18)
Jess: But how about the body?
Lisa: Let me see, we have some ideas supporting for agree: help poor people, make more
equality, help children and the old, help to examine our health regularly. That’s all. Right?

Excerpt 5. Google Docs page (05/30/18)
Lisa: Everything have two sides
Jess: but we may agree view with other to write assay
Ann: First of all, I’ll talk about the agreement. People especially the poor will get a better
treament.
Jess: ok, everyone choose agreement, now list advance of the free insurance.
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Excerpts 4 and 5 illustrate how the strategies of meaning and task regulation were used.
In excerpt 4, Jess was not sure what should be written in the body of the essay; by using the
meaning strategy, Lisa could answer this question through her summary of supporting ideas. In
excerpt 5, Jess did not know whether her group would agree or disagree with providing free
health insurance. Through the strategy of task regulation Ann could navigate Jess to brainstorm
some advantages of free health insurance. Besides contingent responsivity, meaning and task
regulation, Group 1 also employed other strategies such as direction maintenance, instructing,
and change for their negotiation and co-construction of the essay.
Table 20 also reveals a significant reduction in the number of scaffolding strategies in
Task 2. Though not many scaffolds appeared in this task, this group continued their collective
pattern of supporting each other. Four members were still engaged in group discussions and
provided appropriate assistance. The excerpt below shows how they were engaged in pooling
their resources to help their peers.
Excerpt 6. Google Docs page (05/30/18)
Liz: how many parts are medical report? Who has idea?
Lisa: As mentioned in the instruction, the format of a case report includes six sections: the
abstract, introduction, description, discussion, summary and idea for treatment
Jess: I learned medical report last week, so I think medical report composed of 4 sections: SOAP
Ann: really? According to our book, it has 8 sections

The above excerpt shows how three members—Lisa, Jess, and Ann—addressed Liz’s
question regarding a format for a medical report. They attempted to answer her question with
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their collective knowledge. Although their answers were inconsistent, this example shows how
Group 1 collaborated to provide mutual assistance.
Collaboration pattern in Group 2
Types of language functions
Table 21

Responding

Initiating

Language functions Group 2 performed in Task 1
Language function
Arguing
Eliciting
Expressing opinion
Instructing
Justifying
Providing
information
Questioning
Reasoning
Stating
Suggesting
Total
Agreeing
Disagreeing
Elaborating
Expressing opinion
Instructing
Justifying
Total

Jack

Jason

Kevin
1
2

1

Mike
1
5
1
3
1

2
3
1
1
5
3
2

0

3

0

0

4
3
12

4
18
1
1
1
2
1
6

Total
1
1
7
1
4
1
2
3
1
5
26
4
3
1
6
1
3
18

Table 21 demonstrates types of language functions that Group 2 performed when they
completed Task 1. In stark contrast with Group 1, members in Group 2 had completely different
levels of participation. While group members made a total of 26 language functions to solicit
ideas from peers they only received 18 responses. Mike is the most active member in this group
with the greatest number of functions (24) throughout the first task. Jack and Kevin followed
with a total of 17 and 3, respectively. Surprisingly, Jason did not have any interaction, neither
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asking questions nor responding to his peers. When Mike, Jack, and Kevin interacted with each
other some frequently occurring language functions were expressing opinions (7), suggesting (5),
and justifying their perspectives (4). The discrepancy between the number of initiating discourses
(26) and responding discourses (18) shows this group’s lack of engagement with each other’s
contributions. Excerpt 7 illustrates the low level of participation among group members.
Excerpt 7. Google Docs page (05/30/18)
Mike: I’m start writing the essay. but what ideas? (I-Eliciting)
Jack: hmmm :< stop writing, let’s talk about the ideas first (R-Disagreeing)
Jack: Which idea? I need reduction of the idea for the starting of the essay. What’s insurance and
how it works first? (I-Questioning)
Jack: On the first part of the body, I think we should talk more clearly about insurance. Because
many people do not understand much about it, what insurance is and how it works. (ISuggesting & Justifying)
Mike: I don’t think so. I think we just talk about that in some sentence because it’s not the main
idea of the essay. We don’t have the mission to show them about the definition of the insurance.
We should concentrate on the title of the essay. I think the main idea we should take into the first
paragraph is about the problem of the source of money. (R-Disagreeing; Instructing;
Expressing opinion)
Mike: I have written completely the essay. Tell me if there anything you think it need to be
improved. (I-Requesting)
Jack: Hey I think we should use plural noun, for country, company, … etc., because we don’t
talk about any specific subject. (R-Expressing opinion)
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Excerpt 7 further illustrates Group 2’s low level of engagement in task negotiations. Two
members, Jack and Mike, interacted with each other most of the time to discuss the writing
content. Kevin had few responses and Jason did not participate in group discussions. Such
collaboration patterns resulted in a low number of language functions performed in Task 1.
When Mike and Jack communicated in Google Docs page they tended to use long discourses
with two or more language functions. As Excerpt 7 shows, they also performed common
functions such as questioning, eliciting, suggesting, and expressing opinion to negotiate on what
should be written in the essay.
Table 22

Responding

Initiating

Language functions Group 2 performed in Task 2
Language function
Asking for opinion
Elaborating
Eliciting
Expressing opinion
Instructing
Providing
information
Questioning
Requesting
Stating
Suggesting
Total
Agreeing
Arguing
Asking for opinion
Disagreeing
Elaborating
Electing
Expressing opinion
Questioning
Stating
Suggesting
Total

Jack

Jason
1
1

1
2

Kevin

1

3
3
1
1

1
3
1

2
1
3
7
23
2

1
1
1

1
4

1
5
1
2
1
1

1
1

Mike
2

1
1

2
2

1
2

1
8

1
1
4

3
9

Total
3
1
3
5
1
5
2
2
3
10
35
4
2
1
1
2
1
3
2
1
6
23
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Table 22 displays language functions that Group 2 performed upon their co-construction
of the second task. Despite the unequal number of discourses among members, each member
generally attempted to engage in the task completion. A total of 35 language functions for
initiating discussion and 23 for responding to peers were recorded across this task. It can be seen
from this table that this group still relied on making suggestions (10), providing information (5),
and expressing opinion (5) to communicate with their peers. To respond or address their peers’
concerns they mostly showed their agreement (4) or suggested different ideas (6) to finish the
writing task.
In this task Mike is still apparently the most active person with the most initiating and
responding discourses accounting for 36% of group discussions. Surprisingly, Jason switched
from a passive role in Task 1 (0% of the group discussion) to an active one in Task 2 with a total
of 13 functions (22% of the group discussion). His level of engagement in group discussions was
after only Mike, the most active person of the group. Jack, however, reduced his engagement in
his group discussion (only 10% of the group discussion). Although Kevin did not ask many
questions during the group discussion he did attempt to address his peers’ concerns. Excerpt 8
illuminates how this group engaged in discussions and how Mike performed his active role
across tasks.
Excerpt 8. Google Docs page (05/30/18)
Mike: I think we should choose a topic which all of us can understand and know something
about it, such as about cardiology, myocardial infarction, heart failure, hypertension, respiratory
such as COPD (I-Expressing opinion and Suggesting)
Mike: So now do all agree with topic heart failure? (I-Eliciting)
Jason: I agree with that. Heart failure affects most of elder people. (R-Agreeing)
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Mike: and it go along many bad other results, cardiology diseases are the reasons of most of
death in both developing and developed country. (R-Elaborating)
Kevin: If I were you, I would choose COPD. (R-Suggesting)
Mike: Why? You should give some reason for it, Kevin and why is it better than heart failure?
(R-Questioning)
Kevin: COPD is very popular with high death rate in our country, it has many symptom, past
medical history, and diagnosis COPD is very easy. With heart failure, the patient’s survival is
very low, but with COPD we can improve health status of patient, lengthen their life span. There
is a lot to talk about COPD. (R-Stating and Elaborating)
Jason: You got a point, but as I said, heart failure also affects a lot of people. Furthermore, it has
lots of risk factors and causes, so when we discuss about it, we can get access to it through many
aspects. (R-Disagreeing)
Mike: but it not means that it’s easier to solve and treat for the patient, we should discuss about
it. It’s more important if we discuss about a thing we understand more and can know other man’s
ideas about it, also help to develop your knowledge about it. (I-Suggesting and Expressing
opinion)
Jack: Actually, patient with COPD have to live with it for the rest of their life, so treat COPD or
heart failure is as hard as each other :))) (I-Expressing opinion and Providing information)
Mike: Kevin, do you agree with topic heart now? (I-Questioning)
Kevin: Okay, fine, go on with heart. (R-Agreeing)
In the above excerpt Mike played his role as a moderator, identifying a disease for
writing the medical report. He expressed his own perspectives and suggested writing a report
about heart failure. He also convinced all other members to agree with his suggestion: when
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Kevin had a different opinion (he preferred a report about chronic obstructive pulmonary
disease), Mike provided a specific explanation to convince his friend to go with a report about
heart failure. As the group discussion continued I particularly noticed two opposite collaboration
patterns within this group—Mike maintained his active role in leading the group discussion for
task completion and providing support whereas Jack had little interaction with peers. Such
opposite patterns resulted in the low level of task engagement within this group.
Table 23
Types of Google Docs contribution Group 2 completed in Task 1

NLRCs

LRCs

Type Category
Form

Action
Changing punctuation
Changing a positive sentence to a
negative one (and vice versa)
Changing a singular noun/verb to a
plural one (and vice versa)
Changing word spelling
Changing verb tense
Changing word form (e.g., noun to
verb)
Total Form (32)
Meaning
Adding text
Deleting text
Replacing text
Total Meaning (21)
Other
Deleting without changing meaning
(meaning
Moving without changing meaning
not
Replacing without changing meaning
changed)
Total Other (8)
Total and % LRCs by each member
(61)
Format
Highlighting
Adding space
Changing word to lower/upper case
Total Format (14)
Group
Adding text to discuss with peers
Discussion Total Group Discussion (6)
Total and % NLRCs by each member
(20)

Jack
9

Jason

Kevin

Mike

2
1

9
3

11

1

2

2

4
1

1
4
1

17
8
1
8
3
1
17
1
1
3
1
2
1
1
6
13
2
6
40
21.3% 3.28% 9.84% 65.6%
1
5
1
3
4
8
4
2
2
1
3
2
1
3
10
5
5
50%
25%
25%
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Types of contribution. The extent to which each member in Group 2 contributed to their
task completion is displayed in Tables 23 and 24, respectively. The amount and types of
contribution in this group varied among four members.
As Table 23 shows, it is evident that Group 2 members did not share the workload
equally when they collaborated to complete the first writing task. Mike and Jack performed most
of the actions while Jason performed only a few. In this group the number of LRC actions (61) is
greater than three times that of the NLRCs (20). Further, there were only six NLRC actions of
adding text to discuss with peers from three members. When I observed each member’s coconstruction of the argumentative essay it came to my attention that they composed a long text
using a word processor and pasted it to the Google Docs page. They did not spend much time
adding texts to ask questions or initiate discussions with their teammates. Such actions suggest
that the students did not take advantage of Google Docs for group discussion and lacked NLRC
actions in the group discussion category, as the screenshot below illustrates:

Figure 14. Screenshot of Revision History (04/09/18) in Google Docs
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Table 23 also displays a variety of actions (32) in the form category, most of which are
changing punctuation (9), changing a singular noun/verb to a plural one (and vice versa) (12),
and changing a verb tense (4). These actions reflect this group’s attention to grammar when
writing an essay. Upon my observation of Google Docs changes I noticed that most of these
actions, as Figure 15 below reveals, resulted in the correct usage of English grammar.

Figure 15. Screenshot of Revision History (04/16/18) in Google Docs
When considering the amount of contribution from each member I found that Mike
performed a greater variety of actions among the four members. He not only added texts to build
an essay but also replaced and moved texts around to make the complete essay. Although Jack
cooperated with Mike for text co-construction, he focused on identifying and correcting
punctuation errors (9 actions) and editing the format of the essay (5 actions for adding space
between two words and 3 actions for changing lower/upper case of a word). These actions
indicated their roles as active members whose frequent contributions—both language related and
non-language related—led to task completion, as Figure 16 reveals.
Group 2, however, exhibited a different pattern of making language- and non-language
related contributions in the second writing task. Overall, four members took part in the writing
process that included discussing tasks and co-writing the written texts. Though the number of
NLRC actions in the group discussion category increased in this task, more LRCs (65) than
NLRCs (42) occurred during student collaboration. This implies the students paid greater
attention to language form and meaning than to the format of the writing product.
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Figure 16. Screenshot of Revision History (04/16/18) in Google Docs
Upon their completion of Task 2, as Table 24 shows, this group performed a total of 30
actions to negotiate tasks. Group members entered more texts to initiate and respond to their
peers. Mike had the greatest number of actions (14) while Jack and Kevin had the fewest (only 4
each). By performing 20 and 43 actions in the form and meaning category, respectively, this
group also demonstrated their focus on the meaning part of the writing. As Table 24 shows, three
members—Jack, Jason, and Mike—added many texts to construct a medical report for a patient.
Mike also reviewed and replaced a text (4 actions) to better convey their ideas. An example of a
replaced text is illustrated in Figure 17.

Figure 17. Screenshot of Revision History (05/07/18) in Google Docs
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Table 24
Types of Google Docs contribution Group 2 completed in Task 2

NLRCs

LRCs

Type Category
Form

Meaning

Action
Changing punctuation
Changing word spelling
Changing verb tense
Changing word form (e.g., noun to
verb)
Total Form (20)
Adding text
Deleting text
Replacing text
Total Meaning (43)
Moving without changing meaning
Replacing without changing meaning
Total Other (2)

Other
(meaning
not
changed)
Total and % LRCs by each member
(65)
Format
Adding number/bullet
Adding space
Changing word to lower/upper case
Total Format (12)
Group
Adding text to discuss with peers
Discussion Total Group Discussion (30)
Total and % NLRCs by each member
(42)

Jack

Jason
1
1

Kevin
6
8

2
10
1

2
7
3

14
2

11

10

2

1

Mike
1
1

1
2
15
1
4
20
1
1
2

13
20%

12
16
24
18.5% 24.6% 36.9%
6
2
2
2
2
8
2
4
8
4
14
4
8
4
14
6
8
12
16
14.3% 19%
28.6% 38.1%

Despite Kevin’s punctuation and word spelling changes (14 actions), this group did not
seem to pay much attention to the language form (e.g., grammar and punctuation) of their writing
texts, thus leaving some errors uncorrected. Figure 18 below points out their lack of attention to
language errors in phrases such as The patients hard breathing while walking.

Figure 18. Screenshot of Revision History (05/05/18) in Google Docs
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Scaffolding strategies
Table 25
Scaffolding strategies Group 2 employed in their collaboration
Scaffolding strategies
Contingent responsivity
Direction maintenance
Instructing
Intentionality
Intersubjectivity
Meaning
Sharing of experience
Task regulation
Total

Group 2
Task 1
1
2
1
1

5

Task 2
2
2
3
2
1
1
4
15

As can be seen in Table 25, Group 2 employed eight types of scaffolding strategies to
support their peers across two writing tasks. In Task 1, Group 2 could not exhibit a collective
scaffolding pattern because most scaffolds occurred in dialogue between two members, Mike and
Jack. Only three members were engaged in task completion while one had no participation or
contribution. They used the direction maintenance, instructing, intentionality, and
intersubjectivity strategies to clarify task requirements or elaborate their ideas. Excerpt 9
illustrates how Mike and Jack normally scaffolded each other throughout Task 1.
Excerpt 9. Google Docs page (05/30/18)
Jack: On the first part of the body, I think we should talk more clearly about insurance. Because
many people do not understand much about it, what insurance is and how it works
Mike: I don’t think so. I think we just talk about that in some sentence because it’s not the main
idea of the essay. We don’t have the mission to show them about the definition of the insurance.
We should concentrate on the title of the essay. I think the main idea we should take into the first
paragraph is about the problem of the source of money.
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The excerpt above highlights how Mike used the scaffolding strategy of instructing to
show Jack how to appropriately address the writing topic. Jack originally thought that his group
should spend more time explaining insurance in the essay, but Mike countered this by offering
his suggestion for what information should be included.
In Task 2 more scaffolds were established by all group members, which indicates that
Group 2 switched the way they supported each other to a collective scaffolding manner. This
group frequently relied on the strategy of task regulation to assist their peers in co-constructing
the texts. Excerpt 8 above also described how all members were engaged in the strategy of task
regulation and direction maintenance for their selection of a specific medical issue. Kevin
started with his idea for writing a medical report on chronic obstructive pulmonary disease
(COPD), but Jason believed his group should choose heart failure. At this point the group
encountered an issue of what medical issue should be selected, COPD or heart failure. Mike
attempted to solve this issue by convincing Kevin that they should write a report on heart failure.
He also warned Kevin that should they choose COPD they might have challenges gathering
sufficient information for writing. Jack echoed Mike’s argument by noting that COPD is a
chronic disease and it would be more practical to have a medical report on heart failure. This
example demonstrates how four members constructed mutual scaffolding for problem solving.
Collaboration pattern in Group 3
Types of language function
Table 26 indicates the number of language functions that Group 3 performed upon their
co-construction of Task 1. As the table suggests, each participant was highly engaged in
conversations with their peers. They relied on a wide range of language functions (more than 10
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types) for discussion. Group members mainly interacted with each other by expressing their
opinion, providing information, stating the facts, asking questions, making suggestions, and
showing their agreement.
Table 26

Responding

Initiating

Language functions Group 3 performed in Task 1
Language function
Arguing
Asking for opinion
Elaborating
Eliciting
Expressing opinion
Instructing
Justifying
Providing information
Questioning
Requesting
Stating
Suggesting
Total
Agreeing
Answering
Arguing
Asking for opinion
Complementing
Disagreeing
Elaborating
Expressing opinion
Instructing
Providing information
Questioning
Stating
Suggesting
Total

Nancy
1
1
1

Mark
1

2
1

3

1
2
1
6
2
18
3
1
1
1
1
2
4

1
3
17

1

1
1
1
1
2
11
2
2

James
1
1
2
1
5
1
1
2
4
1
4
2
25
5
2
3
2

Alex
2
3
1
6
6
3
21
5

1
1

1

2

5
1

3
10

1
1
4
25

1
3
1
3
2
1
17

Total
3
4
7
1
11
2
2
10
13
3
15
4
75
15
5
4
3
2
5
1
14
1
1
4
4
11
70

Each member’s attempt to be involved in group discussions for task completion
highlights the high level of engagement in this group. James, who performed the most functions
(50), was the most active member. The coding of his discourses reveals his great interest in
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working with and supporting his peers. Alex’s and Nancy’s level of engagement were lower than
James’s (a total of 39 and 35 functions, respectively, but they maintained their interaction with
other members throughout the task. Mark, however, did not perform as many functions (only 21
in total) as the other three members, thus marking an unbalanced pattern for task engagement
within this group. Excerpt 10 further illustrates how this group interacted across Task 1.
Excerpt 10. Google Docs page (05/30/18)
Nancy: I think we can start writing base on the James’ outline and we can add some perspectives
about free insurance for poor people in body 3 (I-Expressing opinion)
James: ok then. So, who wants to write the opening and conclusion? (I-Questioning)
Nancy: I will do that and you will write the body of essay. Do you agree with me???? (RSuggesting and Asking for opinion)
Mark: so yeah, woman always first (R-Agreeing)
Nancy: Yes, I like it (R-Expressing opinion)
James: Such a great demonstration of democracy :)). Mark and Alex, which part do you guys
have in mind? (I-Asking for opinion)
Alex: May I write the part “What happen if health insurance is free”? (R-Questioning)
Mark: err, like we agreed above, we don’t have that part, if we had, it would be a little part of
“sth that this system can encounter” (R-Suggesting)
James: the order of the paragraphs is as I said above: (I-Stating)
Introduction: Nancy
body 1 (explaining what insurance fee is): Alex
body 2 (explain why it shouldn’t be free for everyone): Mark
body 3 (some difficulties that this system can encounter): James
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Conclusion: Nancy
James: If you have any objection, please inform us so we can adjust immediately (I-Instructing)

Excerpt 10 displays the dynamic interactions among Group 3 members who were
dividing the workload. Nancy initiated the discussion with her opinion that group members
should start writing on their own and add personal perspectives. Her solicitation received
multiple responses from other members who asked questions for clarification, made suggestions,
and gave instructions. In this excerpt, Nancy did not take full control of the group discussion but
left group members to be mutually engaged in the discussion and contribute their own opinions.
Though the engagement level in discussions varied among members, they generally retained
their mutuality throughout Task 1.
Table 27 displays all language functions that Group 3 employed when they finished
writing Task 2. Although this group maintained their interaction throughout this task, the total
number of language functions and discourses in this task slightly reduced. Examination of
frequently used language functions shows members tend to engage in group discussion by
providing relevant information for the writing topic, asking questions to solicit ideas, making
suggestions, and elaborating on what should be written. When replying to their peers they
preferred expressing opinions, showing their agreement, or suggesting a different idea.
The level of engagement for each member remained unchanged in this task. Among the
four members, James performed the most functions (52) while Mark had the least (12). There
was no significant difference in the number of language functions that Nancy and Alex
performed; both were active in responding to their peers’ input. Except for Mark, all members
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were generally involved in the discussion of writing content. Excerpt 11 below provides further
insights into this group’s interaction and task negotiation.
Table 27

Responding

Initiating

Language functions Group 3 performed in Task 2
Language function
Asking for opinion
Elaborating
Expressing opinion
Instructing
Justifying
Providing
information
Questioning
Requesting
Stating
Suggesting
Total
Agreeing
Answering
Asking for opinion
Disagreeing
Expressing opinion
Instructing
Justifying
Providing
information
Questioning
Stating
Suggesting
Total

Nancy
2
2
1
1
5

Mark
1
1

James
1
2
3
3

1

2

2

4
1

4
3
3
7
28
4
1
1
2
3
1
2
2

1
5
26

1
3
4
24

2
1

1
14
6
2
1
1
5

6
1

4
1

6

Alex
1
3
1
1
4
4
2
2
18
2
1
4

1
2
1
11

Total
5
8
4
4
2
12
12
6
4
9
66
13
4
2
3
16
2
6
3
2
6
10
67

Excerpt 11. Google Docs page (05/30/18)
Nancy: ok, let’s start our work, How about Mark and Alex? (I-Suggesting and Asking for
opinion)
Alex: Let’s begin with abstract. So, how many sentences for that? (R-Suggesting and
Questioning)
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Mark: Ok, I’m behind you (R-Stating)
James: about 200 words or so for the abstract. I think we should have 1 person for the opening, 2
people for the body and 1 for the ending. (R-Providing information and Suggesting)
Alex: now we have a patient who is 64 years old and he have lived with “COPD” guy for ten
years. Could you give us more information about him, Nancy? (I-Requesting)
Nancy: Yes, I will supply more information after we complete abstract (R-Stating)

In this excerpt four members were discussing the content for the abstract of the medical
report. As usual Nancy initiated the conversation and got her peers involved in the discussion by
soliciting their ideas. Her teammate Alex responded to her questions by making suggestions and
asking for the overall structure of the abstract. Then James joined the conversation by providing
the number of words to be written and suggesting how the group should divide the workload. In
general, these three members paid attention to each other’s comments and questions and tried
their best to respond appropriately throughout the task. Mark attempted to take part in the
negotiation process but limited his task engagement to a low level.
Types of contribution
Table 28 presents a variety of actions that Group 3 performed for their completion of
Task 1. Considerably more LRCs (55) than NLRCs (25) were made in Google Docs by four
members. The percentage of LRCs and NLRCs shows that three members—Nancy, Mark, and
James—had multiple types of contributions. Alex, however, had only six actions of adding texts
in Google Docs and did not take part in revising the grammatical aspects of the essay. This
contribution pattern indicates his lack of attention to his peers’ writing, though he attempted to
complete his duties in the group project.
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Table 28
Types of Google Docs contribution Group 3 completed in Task 1

NLRCs

LRCs

Type Category
Form

Meaning

Action
Changing punctuation
Changing a singular noun/verb to a
plural one (and vice versa)
Changing word spelling
Changing verb tense
Adding or replacing a preposition
Changing word form (e.g., noun to
verb)
Total Form (11)
Adding text
Deleting text
Replacing text
Total Meaning (40)
Moving without changing meaning

Other
(meaning
not
Total Other (4)
changed)
Total and % LRCs by each member
(55)
Format
Adding space
Changing word to lower/upper case
Total Format (3)
Group
Adding text to discuss with peers
Discussion Total Group Discussion (18)
Unrelated
Adding text not related to the task
completion
Total Unrelated (4)
Total and % NLRCs by each member
(25)

Nancy Mark

James
1

Alex

2
1

2
1
2

1
1

1
10
5
15

7
6
2
8
4

3
8
1
2
11

6
6

4
16
29.1%
1
1
2
6

19
14
6
34.5% 25.5% 10.9%
1
1
4

6

1
8
32%

6
24%

2
3

6
24%

5
20%

The three other members, however, finished most of the writing task in various actions.
Nancy, for example, changed word spelling, added sentences to construct the essay, and deleted
unnecessary words and sentences. She also formatted some sentences or changed a word to
lower/upper case and engaged with her peers for task completion. Mark had different
contributions in the form category; he focused on checking and changing the singular/plural form
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of a noun or verb, word spelling, verb tense, and prepositions. Although James did not have as
many actions as Mark, their contribution patterns were almost identical throughout the task. In
general, except for Alex, the other three members exhibited a high level of mutuality and
equality during their co-construction of an argumentative essay.
Table 29
Types of Google Docs contribution Group 3 completed in Task 2

LRCs

Type Category
Form

Action
Changing pronoun
Changing punctuation
Changing a positive sentence to a
negative one (and vice versa)
Changing a singular noun/verb to a
plural one (and vice versa)
Changing word spelling
Changing verb tense
Changing sentence structure
Adding or replacing a preposition
Changing word form
Total Form (42)
Meaning
Adding text
Deleting text
Replacing text
Total Meaning (72)
Other
Deleting without changing meaning
(meaning
Moving without changing meaning
not
Replacing without changing meaning
changed)
Total Other (18)
Total and % LRCs by each member (132)

James

Alex
1

1
1
2

5

2

3

2
11

1
1

1
7
27
29
4
4
37
1
2
7
10
74
56.1

1

2
8
9
3
1
13

1
1
6
1
7
1

21
15.9

1
9
6.82

Format
NLRCs

Adding number/bullet
Adding space
Changing word to lower/upper case
Total Format (10)
Group
Adding text to discuss with peers
Discussion Total Group Discussion (44)
Total and % NLRCs by each member (54)

Nancy Mark

1
1
11
11
12
22.2

6
8
5
2
15
2
5
7
28
21.2
2

6
10
10
10
18.5

6
17
17
23
42.6

1
3
6
6
9
16.7
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The information in Table 29 presents Group 3’s contribution pattern for their coconstruction of a medical report. In this table we can see that each member had different
quantities and types of actions, and that Mark and Alex switched their position during
collaboration. The paragraphs below describe Group 3’s collaboration in more detail.
In Task 2, Mark reduced his contribution to 9 LRCs and 10 NLRCs whereas Alex’s
contributions increased to 28 LRCs and 9 NLRCs. Mark generally focused on adding some texts
and discussing with his partners to compose a report. He only performed one action to change
the word form. On the other hand, a variety of LRC and NLRC actions occurred under Alex’s
username. As Table 29 shows, he performed multiple actions such as changing the
singular/plural form of a word, inserting texts to compose a report, moving and replacing texts,
formatting the layout of the report, and engaging in discussions with peers. These actions
suggest a significant change in his contributions toward group projects. Figure 19 below
illuminates his contribution toward task completion.

Figure 19. Screenshot of Revision History (05/07/18) in Google Docs
While Mark and James switched their contribution patterns, Nancy and Alex remained in
their active roles throughout Task 2. Nancy had more language-related contributions (21 actions)
than non-language related contributions (12 actions). Her actions were in the form and meaning
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category, which points out her preference for composing and editing written texts. Figure 20
below demonstrates how she helped her teammates correct some language errors such as
characterized and abdomen.

Figure 20. Screenshot of Revision History (04/27/18 and 05/05/18) in Google Docs

Figure 21. Screenshot of Revision History (05/14/18) in Google Docs
James performed a large quantity of actions, most of which were in the form and meaning
category with a total of 27 actions involving changing the language form (e.g., changing verb
tense, singular/plural form of a word, word form) and 37 actions in the writing process (e.g.,
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adding, deleting, and replacing texts). He also made 10 changes that did not affect the meaning
of the document and added space between words to edit the layout of the report. His numerous
actions reveal his dominant role in the group. Figure 21 illustrates his high level of engagement
in the writing process.
Scaffolding strategies
Table 30 reports a variety of scaffolding strategies that Group 3 employed for their
construction of two writing tasks. This group had the highest number of scaffolds in this study
and employed multiple strategies such as affective involvement, direction maintenance, meaning,
and task regulation. This group exhibited a highly collective scaffolding pattern across two tasks;
that is all members retained their interest in pooling their resources to provide peer assistance
throughout the study. Their active collaboration explains the high number of scaffolding
strategies in Google Docs. As Excerpt 12 below reveals, James recommended an essay structure
for his friends with the scaffolding strategy of instructing. It is likely that he had previous
experience with this writing genre and wanted to share it with his partners.
Table 30
Scaffolding strategies Group 3 employed in their collaboration
Scaffolding Strategies
Affective involvement
Change
Contingent responsivity
Direction maintenance
Instructing
Intentionality
Intersubjectivity
Meaning
Sharing of experience
Task regulation
Total

Group 3
Task 1
5
5
9
3
2
2
6
1
6
39

Task 2
13
6
2
4
4
3
1
3
6
42

115
Excerpt 12. Google Docs page (05/30/18)
James: I think we should divide our essay into: introduction, body 1 (explaining what insurance
fee is), body 2 (explain why it shouldn’t be free for everyone), body 3 (some difficulties that this
system can encounter), conclusion. 1 person should write the introduction and the conclusion
while the other 3 write each of the 3 bodies. How about that?

Table 30 also displays that this group frequently used the scaffolding strategy of affective
involvement to express their feelings for an offer or suggestion. The excerpt below shows how
Alex and Mark employed this strategy to show their agreement with Nancy’s suggestion of
writing a medical report on COPD. They supported Nancy’s idea with phrases such as I agree
with you and I agree with you; a COPD case is good choice.
Excerpt 13. Google Docs page (05/30/18)
Nancy: I agree with you, I suggest that we make a medical report about COPD patient. When I
went to practice in the hospital’s internal medicine department, I realized that this disease is
becoming more and more common, serious.
Alex: I agree with you; a COPD case is good choice. We are studying about respiratory systems
in our school. So, we have many textbooks and knowledges of them.
Mark: Can’t agree more with you all :)), with this choice we can practice with our skills more for
our exam, so it’s a good idea

Summary. My description of student interactions shows that each group has its own
distinct collaboration patterns. The quantities as well as types of language functions,
contributions, and scaffolding strategies also vary within one group. To support my description, I
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used specific examples taken directly from Google Docs pages. In the next section I will
determine if task type had any influence on student collaboration by comparing differences
within and between groups and relating to their surveys and reflection papers.

Influence of Task Types on Student Collaboration
As Sato and Ballinger (2016) argued, task type is an important variable that may affect peer
interaction activities and thus we need further research to explore its influence on student writing
collaboration. To add further insights into this line of inquiry I investigate the differences in
student peer interaction upon their completion of two writing task types, an argumentative essay
(Task 1) and a medical report (Task 2). As mentioned in Chapter 3, Task 1 and Task 2 are of two
different writing genres. Task 2 requires student familiarity with the structure and knowledge of
medical terminology. By selecting different task types I aim to identify and describe any
differences that may arise during student collaboration. This section will answer the second
research question: To what extent do task types influence EFL student participation in a Google
Docs-based platform?
To answer this research question, I rely on five sources of data: language functions,
actions in Google Docs, observation of Google Docs pages, student reflection, and interview
transcripts. This section begins with a summary of similarities and differences in student
participation within each group. Then I will discuss these similarities and differences and
intertwine them with qualitative data from student interviews and reflections.
Summary of similarities and differences in three groups. In the previous chapter I
described how students participated in group co-construction of the written texts. Data analysis
showed that student collaboration patterns in Task 1 and Task 2 were different even though they
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are in the same group. Table 31 summarizes some similarities and differences that were
identified in the previous chapter.
Table 31
Summary of similarities and differences in student participation
Group Category
1
Interaction pattern
Language functions
Types of
contribution
Scaffolding
strategies
Unique individual
behavior(s)
2

Interaction pattern
Language functions
Types of
contribution
Scaffolding
strategies
Unique individual
behavior(s)

3

Interaction pattern
Language functions
Types of
contribution
Scaffolding
strategies
Unique individual
behavior(s)

Task 1
Task 2
Mostly collaborative
Expert/novice (high
(mid-high mutuality and mid- mutuality but low equality)
high equality)
Students performed more functions in task 1 than task 2.
Student paid more attention
Student paid more attention
to form and meaning.
to group discussion and text
formatting.
Students employed more strategies in task 1 than task 2.
Liz had low level of
participation compared to
other members.

Liz became dominant in this
task.
Ann reduced her
participation.
Dominant/passive (low
Dominant/dominant
mutuality and low equality)
(high equality but low
mutuality)
Students performed slightly more functions in task 2 than task
1.
Student paid more attention to form and meaning.
Fewer strategies were recorded in Task 1 than Task 2.
Mike and Jack were active
Jason and Kevin joined the
group collaboration.
whereas Jason and Kevin
made very little contribution.
Dominant/passive (low
Mostly collaborative
(mid-high mutuality and mid- mutuality and low equality)
high equality)
Students performed slightly more functions in Task 1 than
Task 2.
Student paid more attention to form and meaning.
No significant difference in the number of scaffolding
strategies between Task 1 and Task 2.
The participation level of
James is the most dominant
each participant was slightly
member in the group.
different.
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As can be seen from Table 31, more differences than similarities could be found within
and between groups. Except for the fact that Group 2 generally paid more attention to making
language-related contributions (i.e., form and meaning) and Group 3 employed a similar number
of scaffolding strategies in both tasks, all other categories, such as interaction pattern, use of
language functions, and the amount of contribution, were different within one group. For
instance, Liz (in Group 1) changed her passive role in Task 1 to an active one in Task 2.
Similarly, more language functions were recorded in Task 1 than Task 2 across three groups.
Substantial differences in the way that each group worked together for their completion of Tasks
1 and 2 introduced the possibility that task type may have an influence on student collaboration.
The extent to which task type may influence each group collaboration. To better
determine whether task type can influence the extent to which students collaborate I will present
and discuss relevant data from student surveys and reflections. In the survey I focus on students’
answers to Questions 12 and 13, which seek to determine their perspectives on teamwork and
previous Google Docs experiences. In the reflection I examined responses to Question 11, which
specifically collected any differences that students perceive between the two tasks.
Table 32
Group 1 teamwork perspectives and previous Google Docs experience
Preference for
teamwork

Previous
experience with
Google Docs? If
yes, what?

Lisa
Probably
Teamwork helps
study and
develops soft
skills and
communication
skills
None

Liz
Very probably
Teamwork helps
improve skills
and knowledge

Jess
Probably
Teamwork helps
identify
language errors

Ann
Very probably
Teamwork
enhances peer
discussion and
sharing
knowledge

Yes, but just for
reading
documents

None

Yes, for
discussing
classwork
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Group 1. When relating to student response to the surveys I found no remarkable
difference in Group 1 members’ views of teamwork and previous experience with Google
Docs—they are generally positive about working in teams and had little to no previous
experience with using Google Docs for studying, as Table 32 demonstrates.
Despite similar perspectives on teamwork, analysis of Group 1’s actual performance in
Google Docs reveals that their participation levels between Task 1 and Task 2 were not
consistent. This pattern raises speculation as to whether task differences may result in their
unequal collaboration in Task 2. When reviewing students’ responses in the reflection I found
some information may explain such differences; all members agreed that Task 2 was more
challenging than Task 1. As Lisa stated in her reflection, “Task 2 asks for higher professionalism
than Task 1. In this task we have to have medical knowledge and study deeply to write a medical
report.” (Reflection paper of Lisa, 06/03/2018). Ann also added, “Task 2 is a medical report, so
we have to write exactly about the problems of the patient. Then we discuss about the treatment.
About the Task 1, we can find many information to provide for our essay.” (Reflection paper of
Ann, 06/03/2018). To overcome this challenge the group agreed that each member should focus
on one section. As Jess mentioned, “we divided into small parts, translated medical English
terminology, everyone completed a different part and then wrote a fully medical report after
correction.” (Reflection paper of Jess, 06/03/2018). After discussing the format, patient, and
medical conditions for the report, each member wrote for his or her own section. For this reason,
it is likely that they will spend less time on co-construction and peer correction of a joint text. As
Liz acknowledged, “I think in Task 2 we discussed less.” (Reflection paper of Liz, 06/03/2018)
Group 2. This group consisted of four male students who were of similar English
language proficiency and educational background. As can be seen from Table 33, three
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members—Jason, Kevin, and Mike—were positive about teamwork; they thought that teamwork
could help reduce the amount of time spent on class assignments and facilitate the exchange of
reading resources. Jack, however, did not find teamwork helpful for his study.
Table 33
Group 2 teamwork perspectives and previous Google Docs experience
Preference for
teamwork

Previous
experience with
Google Docs? If
yes, what?

Jack
Probably not
Team work does
not help much

Jason
Very probably
Team work
helps reduce the
amount of time
spent on
assignments

Kevin
Probably
Team work
helps exchange
reading
resources and
solves problems

None

Yes
To collect
information
from friends

Yes
To read
documents

Mike
Very probably
Team work
helps reduce the
amount of time
spent on
assignments and
enhances
interaction
Yes
To collect
information

When Group 2 completed Task 1, the mutuality and equality level was quite low because
two members, Jason and Kevin, did not contribute much. However, in Task 2 these two members
joined the group discussion and co-constructed the report. As they stated in the reflection, Task 2
was more demanding yet more interesting than Task 1. Kevin admitted that, “in stark contrast to
Task 1, Task 2 requires more medical knowledge and group interaction.” (Reflection paper of
Kevin, 06/03/2018). He later added, “writing a medical report seems interesting to us because
this is the first time we wrote this type of document.” (Reflection paper of Kevin, 06/03/2018).
Given Kevin and Jack’s higher level of participation in Task 2 than in Task 1 and their personal
reflections that Task 2 was more interesting yet required more interactions compared to Task 1,
we may consider the possibility that differences in task type may change the way students
interact with peers throughout the collaboration process. Specifically, this group recognized the
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difference between Task 1 and Task 2; as Jack indicated, “in Task 1 we have to discuss about a
social problem and in Task 2 we have to discuss about a medical problem.” (Reflection paper of
Jack, 06/03/2018). Jason also reflected on his satisfaction and confidence in Task 2–“[…]
everyone seemed satisfied with their role because they got to do what they feel most confident
with.” (Reflection paper of Jason, 06/03/2018). Therefore, it can be suggested that the relevance
between the writing task (i.e., a medical report) and their educational background (i.e., preservice medical professional) motivated Jason and Kevin to switch from their passive roles in
Task 1 to active ones in Task 2.
Group 3. Group 3 members were both male and female and shared many similarities in
teamwork attitudes and previous experience with Google Docs. As Table 34 displays, they
believe teamwork can bring some benefits such as facilitating group discussion, solving
problems, and sharing information. Though they used Google Docs before, none had any
experience with using it for collaborative writing.
Table 34
Group 3 teamwork perspectives and previous Google Docs experience
Preference for
teamwork

Previous
experience with
Google Docs? If
yes, what?

Nancy
Probably
Team work
facilitates
support and
discussion
among members

Mark
Probably
Team work
helps to solve
problems and to
learn from peers

James
Probably
Team work
helps solve
problems

Yes
To complete
surveys

No

Yes
To study and
collect
information

Alex
Definitely
Team work
facilitates
sharing
information and
collaborative
learning
Yes
To complete
some forms
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When comparing how this group collaborated in both tasks I noticed that their interaction
pattern was cooperative in Task 1 yet dominant/passive in Task 2. Additionally, in Task 2 the
number of language functions fell, and James became the most dominant member. Given no
significant differences in student backgrounds (e.g., language proficiency, writing skills, and
computer skills), I attempt to explore any reasons that lead to their changes in collaboration
patterns. Task 2 required their understanding of medical terms and presentation skill than Task 1,
as Mark and Alex acknowledged,
It is hard to express medical concepts in English. Sentence structures in this task are
complex. (Reflection paper of Mark, 06/03/2018)
Task 2 requires more knowledge and skills for presenting information than Task 1.
(Reflection paper of Alex, 06/03/2018)
However, their response was not sufficient to determine whether task type can influence
group collaboration. When I reviewed James’ reflection paper I noticed that after discussions
each member wrote one section in each task and then other members reviewed and provided
feedback. As James stated, “[…] I wrote my own paragraph, asked my friend for their opinion on
it and fixed accordingly.” (Reflection paper of James, 06/03/2018). In Task 2, James undertook
more responsibilities than other members. Specifically, he wrote the first section of the medical
report, proofread the document for the group, and helped Nancy finish her own part. He
mentioned that, “[…] I did the introduction and proofread the whole report.” (Reflection paper of
James, 06/03/2018). Nancy added, “due to busy schedule, I asked James to complete my part.”
(Reflection paper of Nancy, 06/03/2018). Figure 22 illustrates James’ active role in reviewing
and suggesting corrections for his group. Taken together, changes in the Group 3 collaboration
pattern is primarily due to unequal division of labor rather than the difference in task type. In this
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case James worked more than other members, thus making his LRC actions substantially greater
than other members.

Figure 22. Screenshot of Revision History (05/14/18) in Google Docs
Conclusion. In this section, analysis of student surveys and reflections reveals that task
types and other factors can result in different group interaction patterns. In this dissertation each
group changed its collaboration in Task 2 due to a specific reason that is summarized in Table
35.
Table 35
Reasons and explanation for changes in student collaboration
Group
1

Reason for changes in
interaction pattern
Task difficulty

2

Task familiarity

3

Unequal labor division

Explanation
To overcome the task difficulty, students changed their
collaboration behaviors (i.e., each person worked
individually on their own section without peer-review
and/or peer-correction), thus reducing group interaction.
Students found the task engaging (i.e., relevant to their
professional background), thus motivating them to write.
One member worked more than others, thus creating a
dominant/passive interaction pattern.
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Mixed results in Table 35 illustrate how the research question of whether task type can influence
student collaboration patterns remains inconclusive. In the next section I will present the
influence of Google Docs on the quality of student writing products.

Influence of Google Docs on Writing Product Quality
Previous studies (Suwantarathip & Wichadee, 2014; Woo et al., 2011; Wichadee, 2010) have
found some benefits of collaborative writing on student writing products by comparing pretest
and posttest results between control and experimental groups. To add further insights into this
line of inquiry I explore the impact of collaboration on student writing from a qualitative
approach. In this section I will answer my third research question: To what extent does EFL
student Google Docs-based participation affect the quality of their writing products?
I begin this section with a presentation of student writing quality in Task 1 and Task 2. I
will review the types and frequency of errors that students made during the study and show
scores and comments from the examiners to evaluate student writing products. Then I will link
their writing quality with their interaction patterns to determine the impact of Google Docs on
writing products.
Quality of student writing in Task 1. As I mentioned in Chapter 3 student errors were
identified and coded at three levels—word/phrase, sentence, and discourse. Table 36 displays
types and frequency of errors that three groups made when they collaborated for writing Task 1.
In addition to coding student errors I also collected and combined comments from two examiners
to strengthen the findings. I used the IELTS Writing band descriptor published by British
Council, United Kingdom to evaluate student writing quality. This descriptor categorizes a
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writing sample into four components: task achievement, coherence and cohesion, lexical
resource, grammatical range and accuracy.
Table 36
Types and frequency of errors recorded in Task 1
Task 1—Writing an argumentative essay
Level
Type
Gerund
Noun
Part of speech
Prepositional
Pronoun
Word/Phrase
Spelling
Subject–verb agreement
Verb form (tense/voice)
Word choice
Word form (singular/plural/possessive)
Conjunction
Fragment
Missing or redundant word
Sentence
Run-on sentence
Sentence structure
Wrong word-order
Discourse
Meaning/Transitions of thoughts
Total errors

Group 1
1
2
1

Group 2
1
1
1

2

3
3
1
2
2
5
1
2
2
2
5

13
34

7
38

2
1
2
8
2

Group 3
2
1
2
2
1
4
3
2
3
20

Table 36 reflects the inconsistency in the types, frequency, and total number of errors
among the groups. Group 2 committed nearly twice the number of errors (38 compared with 20)
than Group 3. It is also notable that Group 2 committed more error types than the other two
groups, and Group 1 seemed to have challenges expressing their ideas and correctly using
singular, plural, or possessive forms of words. Group 3 was better able to clearly convey
meaning in writing as they had only three errors in the meaning/transitions of thoughts category.
The types and frequency of errors that each group made also affected their writing quality. Table
37 below summarizes general comments in each group’s essay.
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Table 37
Comments on student writing of Task 1

Task achievement

Group 1
Main ideas not fully
supported

Group 2
Lack of focus in
supporting ideas
Unclear references to
the previous ideas in
some places
Considerable
incorrect use of
vocabulary

Group 3
Lack of focus in few
places

Coherence and
cohesion

Lack of cohesive
device

Effective use of
cohesive devices

Lexical resource

Limited range of
vocabulary

Grammatical range
and accuracy

Limited range of
structures

Inaccurate use of
complex sentences

Good control of
grammar and
punctuation

Overall suggestions

Revisions needed for
contents, vocabulary,
and structure
complexity

Revision needed for
organizations, word
choice and complex
structures

Several revisions on
word choice and
word order needed

A wide range of
vocabulary

Group 1 addressed all parts of the task, however they had challenges developing and
conveying their ideas throughout the essay. As the rater mentioned, “It expresses a position, but
the development is not always clear. Main ideas are presented well, but some are not sufficiently
developed.” (Rater comment, 01/22/2019). Excerpt 14 below demonstrates this group’s lack of
coherence and the unresolved errors in their writing.
Excerpt 14. Google Docs page (05/30/18)
It can’t be denied that free health insurance has many benefits. Health is important with any
body. To protect and take care of health, they can choose variety of medical services such as:
personal clinics, family physician…., especially, free health insurance, which is one of medical
advantages.
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Group 2 also completed the task successfully; however they made more mistakes in word
choice, word form, and sentence structure than other groups. As the rater added,
“The paper uses adequate range of vocabulary for the task. It attempts to use less
common vocabulary but with some inaccuracy. […] The paper uses a mix of simple and
complex sentence forms. However, some complex sentences tend to be less accurate than
simple ones.” (Rater comment, 01/22/2019)
Excerpt 15 provides further insights into this group’s lack of attention to language errors.
Excerpt 15. Google Docs page (05/30/18)
To sum up, to make a better way for the traditional method, the charge of health insurance
needn’t be free if the policy of the state to the insurance is sensible, that means it can guarantee
the level of charge for health insurance fee and the ability of the people in using health insurance
everytime.

Group 3 generally had a strong performance on the Task 1 despite some weakness in the
essay. They effectively addressed task requirements, established specific standpoints, and
provided convincing arguments to strengthen their claim. They were able to convey clear ideas
and use complex structures as well as lexical items. As the rater mentioned,
“The paper arranges information and ideas coherently and there is a clear overall
progression. Each paragraph presents a clear central topic. Cohesive devices are used
effectively and appropriately although there is some overuse of however. The paper uses
a wide range of vocabulary to convey precise meanings. Uncommon lexical items are
used skillfully, but there are occasional inaccuracies in word choice and collocation.
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There are few errors in spelling, but they do not impede communication.” (Rater
comment, 01/22/2019)
In general, Group 1’s writing had issues with expressing and developing sufficient ideas
to support their arguments whereas Group 2 suffered from a lack of accurate word use and
sentence structure. Though Group 3 did not have many issues with language use and coherence,
they neglected to properly proofread their document for lexical errors. Each group’s performance
throughout Task 1 was assessed in five criteria. Table 38 reports the scores that each group
achieved for the first task.
Table 38
Scores for student writing of Task 1
Task achievement (20%)
Coherence and cohesion (20%)
Lexical resource (20%)
Grammatical range and accuracy (20%)
Overall writing skill (20%)
Total (100%)

Group 1
12
10
10
10
12
54

Group 2
15
12
15
8
12
62

Group 3
15
15
18
18
17
83

Quality of student writing in Task 2. Task 2 asks students to write a medical report for
a patient. There were no arguments required in this task, but students had to present information
logically and coherently. Even though all three groups completed this task successfully, errors
still persisted in their writing. Table 39 displays types and frequency of errors that the groups
made in their medical report.
As can be seen in Table 39, Groups 1 and 2 still made more errors in their writing than
Group 3. Surprisingly, Group 1 had only one error in discourse, which suggests a high level of
coherence in their writing. As they did in Task 1, Group 2 still made frequent errors in spelling,
word form, punctuation, and run-on sentences. Group 3 committed the fewest errors, resulting in
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their high-quality writing product. To evaluate student-writing quality I also collected feedback
from the rater and presented in Table 40 below.
Table 39
Types and frequency of errors recorded in Task 2
Task 2—Writing a medical report
Level
Type
Gerund
Noun
Part of speech
Spelling
Word/Phrase
Subject–verb agreement
Verb form (tense/voice)
Word choice
Word form (singular/plural/possessive)
Conjunction
Fragment
Missing or redundant word
Sentence
Punctuation
Run-on sentence
Sentence structure
Discourse
Meaning/Transitions of thoughts
Total errors

Group 1
1

Group 2
1
2

2
4
4
14
3
3
4
1
36

5
3
2
5
1
2
1
5
5
3
2
37

Group 3
1
2
5
1
1
3
2
1
2
18

As Table 40 presents, Group 1 successfully completed Task 2 with improvements in
coherence. As the rater noted, “The case report logically organizes information and ideas; there
is clear progression throughout. It uses cohesive devices effectively.” (Rater comment,
01/22/2019). However, they had issues with accurately using singular, plural, or possessive
forms of a word, as Excerpt 16 below reveals,
Excerpt 16. Google Docs page (05/30/18)
This case report discuss about a case of Benign prostatic hyperplasia- a disorder in urinary
system in male. Benign prostatic hyperplasia is common disease with male over 50 years old and
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it results in many problem. This discussion will make clearly about the mechanism, signs and
symptoms, consequences, the way for diagnosis and treatment for this disease.

Table 40
Comments on student writing of Task 2

Task achievement
Coherence and
cohesion
Lexical resource
Grammatical range
and accuracy
Overall suggestions

Group 1
Most sections in the
report successfully
completed
Logical organization
of information and
idea
Sufficient range of
vocabulary; errors in
word choice
Incorrect use of
complex sentences
Revisions needed for
idea development

Group 2
Well-developed
report with relevant
ideas and information
Logical organization
of information and
idea

Group 3

Adequate range of
vocabulary

A wide range of
lexical resources

Incorrect use of
complex sentences
Revisions needed for
capitalization, word
choice, and structural
complexity

A variety of complex
and simple sentences

Extended and wellsupported ideas
Logical presentation
of information

Minor revisions on
punctuations and
sentence structures

To improve the quality of the report the rater suggested, “major revisions on idea
development, word choice, and syntactic complexity.” (Rater comment, 01/22/2019).
Although Group 2 did not have many issues with developing and presenting information in the
report, they could have put greater effort in checking and correcting language errors. As the rater
pointed out, “there are several noticeable errors in spelling and word choice that cause some
difficulty for the reader.” (Rater comment, 01/22/2019). Excerpt 17 also shows Group 2
seemingly paid little attention to the accurate use of word form and sentence structure. Therefore,
the rater noted that, “Overall, the report completes the writing task. However, it requires major
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revisions on capitalization, word choice, and structural complexity.” (Rater comment,
01/22/2019)
Excerpt 17. Google Docs page (05/30/18)
With heart failure, when patient doing something, a lot of blood return heart but heart muscle
doesn’t contract well which is cause large left atrium (on ECG), blood in left heart not delivered
make preload increase and cause pulmonary embolism, so the patients hard breathing.

Group 3 maintained their strong performance in addressing “all parts of the task and
presents a well-developed response to the question with relevant, extended and supported ideas
and test results.” (Rater comment, 01/22/2019). This group demonstrated their ability to use a
variety of simple and complex sentences. Further, there were few errors found in their completed
report.
In Task 2, Group 3 again obtained the highest score for their high-quality medical report.
Although Group 1 and Group 2 achieved good scores on the coherence and cohesion category,
their scores on the grammatical range and accuracy were relatively low due to their lack of
attention to the errors in their writing. Table 41 reports the scores that each group achieved for
their medical report.
Table 41
Scores for student writing of Task 2
Task achievement (20%)
Coherence and cohesion (20%)
Lexical resource (20%)
Grammatical range and accuracy (20%)
Overall writing skill (20%)
Total (100%)

Group 1
16
15
17
12
15
75

Group 2
18
15
15
10
15
73

Group 3
18
18
18
18
18
90
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In sum, the analysis of student writing products shows that each group exhibited different
levels of writing quality. Group 3 generally used a wide range of lexical items and sentence
structures with greater accuracy than the other two groups and their presentation of information
and arguments was clear and coherent. Although Group 2 did not encounter many challenges in
arranging ideas and presenting information, their frequent grammatical errors, such as run-on
sentences, sentence fragments, and misspellings, considerably reduced their writing quality.
Group 1 had more issues with presenting clear and coherent information in Task 1, and using
language (e.g., sentences structure, word form) accurately in Task 2. In the next section I will
identify whether Google Docs-based collaboration had any influence on student writing quality.
Influence of Google Docs-based collaboration on student writing quality. To
determine the extent to which Google Docs-based collaboration influenced the writing products
in this study I will draw on student collaboration patterns and student writing quality. This
method was implemented in Li’s (2014) study. Table 42 establishes the connection between
these two variables.
Given the fact that each group exhibited a different interaction pattern in each task I was
interested in exploring possible reasons for high-quality writing products in Group 3. When
reviewing students’ self-reports of their language proficiency in the survey I noticed the
difference in English language proficiency among four members in Group 3—Nancy and Alex at
pre-intermediate level, Mark at intermediate level, and James at the advanced level. When
examining the language functions and types of contribution I found that James generally had
more activity in Google Docs than the three other members. My review of James’s texts in
Google Docs showed that he was able to write English proficiently. Further, as I pointed out in
Chapter 5, Nancy asked James to complete some sections in Task 2 due to her busy schedule.

133
Such information posits the possibility that James’s language proficiency and his active
performance were the reasons Group 3 produced high-quality writing products.
Table 42
Student collaboration patterns and writing quality
Group

Variable
Interaction pattern

1
Writing quality
Interaction pattern
2
Writing quality
Interaction pattern
3
Writing quality

Task 1—An argumentative
essay
Mostly collaborative
(mid-high mutuality and midhigh equality)
Mid-low quality
(paper needs major revisions
on content development)
Dominant/passive (low
mutuality and low equality)
Mid-low quality
(paper needs greater attention
to language errors)
Mostly collaborative
(mid-high mutuality and midhigh equality)
High quality
(paper needs few revisions on
word order, word choice, and
S-V agreement)

Task 2—A medical report
Expert/novice (high mutuality
but low equality)
Mid-quality
(paper needs great attention to
language errors)
Dominant/dominant
(high equality but low
mutuality)
Mid-quality
(paper needs greater attention
to language errors)
Dominant/passive (low
mutuality and low equality)
High quality
(paper needs minor revisions
on punctuation and sentence
structures)

When I compared the interaction pattern and writing quality it came to my attention that
the extent to which Google Docs-based interaction patterns can influence student writing
outcome varies on a group-by-group basis. Although the three groups changed their interaction
patterns in both tasks, there were no significant changes in their writing quality. Group 3, for
example, was mostly collaborative in Task 1, but their interactions switched to a
dominant/passive pattern in Task 2. However, they were still able to produce both an
argumentative essay and a medical report of high quality. Similarly, Group 2 struggled with
using language accurately at the word/phrase and sentence level in both tasks despite their
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changes in interaction patterns from dominant/passive in Task 1 to dominant/dominant in Task 2.
Group 1 is quite interesting because the changes in their interaction patterns did not result in
higher quality writing but did impact error types. This group had many challenges at the
discourse level (i.e., making meaning clear and developing coherent arguments) in Task 1, but
made more errors at the word/phrase and sentence level (i.e., proper word form, correct sentence
structure) in Task 2. The inconsistent results among the three groups suggest that in this study
Google Docs-based interaction patterns do not have significant impacts on student writing
products.
Conclusion. In this section I coded and categorized student errors into word/phrase,
sentence, and discourse levels. I also rated and provided feedback for each writing sample using
four criteria. I reported student-writing quality thoroughly to describe how well they performed
in the completion of two collaborative tasks. I related their writing quality with interaction
patterns to answer the third research question. Mixed results tentatively reveal the weak
correlation between student interaction patterns and writing quality. In the next section, I present
the student experiences in completing collaborative writing tasks in a Google Docs-based
environment.

Students’ Perception of Using Google Docs for Collaborative Writing
In this section I answer the fourth research question of how students perceived and experienced
collaboration in Google Docs. I explored student perceptions and experiences through my
analysis of their interview transcripts. As I described in Chapter 3, each case in this study is
bounded by student perspectives and experiences, and there is also a boundary (i.e., time and
context) for the whole study. Therefore, I examined student perceptions and experiences within
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and between cases. The exploration between cases resulted in three themes that all groups had in
common whereas the examination of interview transcripts within each case revealed a specific
theme for each group. I begin this section with a presentation of three common themes that
emerged from then three groups’ interview transcripts. Then I will discuss a theme pertinent to
each group.
Overall findings of theme analysis of interview transcripts. My analysis of student
interview transcripts reveals some similar and distinct themes among the groups. These themes
are displayed in Table 43below.
Table 43
Summary of themes following interview transcript analysis
Common
themes
(between
cases)
Different
themes
(within
cases)

Group 1
Group 2
Group 3
Students encountered challenges when writing English
Students perceived some benefits of collaborative writing
Google Docs can facilitate collaborative writing
Group members were
satisfied with peer
feedback despite their
writing quality

Group members had
unique opinions on
writing collaboration in
Google Docs

Group members
appreciated diverse
opinions from peers

As can be seen from the table there are three common themes for the whole study and one theme
for each study group. I will present these themes in the sections below.
Discussion of common themes.
Common theme 1. Students encountered challenges when writing English
When study participants were asked how often they wrote in English most of them
acknowledged that they did not spend much time practicing this skill outside of their English
classes. As Liz and James mentioned, they have no obligation to write in English for daily
communications.
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To be honest, I rarely writing in English because it is not mandatory for me. (Liz,
interview, 06/12/18)
Due to our university curriculum being mostly in Vietnamese so I don’t get many
chances to practice my writing skills (James, interview, 06/12/18)
Some of them write English for daily communication rather than for academic
documents. Ann, for instance, added that “I usually write captions for my pictures or short
paragraphs on my Facebook or Instagram by using English” (Ann, interview, 06/12/18). Given
their lack of opportunity to practice writing on a daily basis they encountered significant
challenges and even frustration when writing in academic English that requires a wide range of
lexical resources and grammatical structures. Lisa admitted,
It may be the lack of vocab and the complicated grammar. The words we use in writing
test must be the academic words, and the grammar have to be used in the exact way, so I
find it so difficult to complete a writing exercise. (Lisa, interview, 06/12/18)
As most participants expressed in their interview their lack of practice writing in English and
their limited academic English vocabulary and grammar is likely to present some challenges for
them to write effectively for this study. As such, their constraint of language resources for
writing English can impede their ability to produce a high-quality essay.
Common theme 2. Students perceived some benefits of collaborative writing
Despite their lack of writing experience the students were still able to complete two tasks
successfully and perceived positive experiences in collaborative writing. During the interview
most participants mentioned that they did not have any opportunities to work with peers for
writing tasks before this study. James added that taking part in this study was his first experience
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with collaborative writing and therefore it took some time for him to become familiar with it and
feel its positive experience.
It’s a new experience so I felt pretty unfamiliar when I first used it, but now I think it’s a
good alternative way to interact with each other in collaborative writing because multiple
people can participate at once like in real life (James, interview, 06/12/18)
Lisa found that her ability to gather more ideas and information through her discussions
with friends was the most beneficial aspect of collaborative writing. She said that, “This
experiment is pretty interesting, and it can help us to find out more ideas and the essay can be
expanded a lot.” (Lisa, interview, 06/12/18) Nancy, on the other hand, appreciated feedback and
comments from her peers, which she believed will be helpful to her language learning. She noted
that, “I also received the comments and feedback from the teammates, which helped me a lot to
overcome my shortcomings and complete the article.” (Nancy, interview, 06/12/18).
Overall, after taking part in this study all participants acknowledged the benefits of
working with their friends to complete writing tasks. Although the benefits that each student
perceived were different, participants generally recognized the benefits of collaborative writing
to mutually support each other.
Common theme 3. Google Docs can facilitate collaborative writing
In addition to experiencing some benefits through collaborative writing, these students
also reported the conveniences of using Google Docs for their group writing. These
conveniences include, but are not limited to, enhancing group discussions, saving trips to
classrooms, and facilitating text editing. Lisa, for example, believed Google Docs should be used
as a tool for classroom discussion and group projects. She noted,
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I find it so interesting and helpful way for us to use Google Docs for collaboration for
English writing, and I think this idea should be developed and introduced more to
become a method for discussion. Because when we use this way, we can easily share
information, documents, ideas and even correct the mistakes for the other, many people
can access our discussion and express their comment on it. (Lisa, interview, 06/12/18)
Jason, on the other hand, mentioned the time flexibility of using Google Docs because he
“can also choose to work in the timeframe that I feel most comfortable.” (Jason, interview,
06/12/18). Alex also noted the mobility of Google Docs; that is, he did not have to travel to a
certain place (e.g., school or coffee shop) to meet his friends for discussions. Instead he could
stay at home answering or asking questions. He said,
Using Google Docs is a good idea. This is because we do not have to meet at the place
such as a coffee house. I could ask and give feedback to my friend even if he/she is not
online. Then, they could reply my comments every time and everywhere with a laptop.
(Alex, interview, 06/12/18)
With its convenient features Google Docs has motivated students to collaborate with their
peers to successfully complete two writing tasks. Given the benefits of Google Docs that each
participant experienced in this study, I join other researchers (Chinnery, 2008; Thompson, 2008;
Sharp, 2009) in recommending this Web 2.0 platform to classroom teachers who would like to
promote online collaboration in language learning.
Discussion of unique themes in each group. Creswell (2007) emphasized that each case
study is bounded with differences in student personalities and experiences. Further, data analysis
in previous chapters shows that each group possessed unique patterns of interaction and different
writing qualities. In addition to seeking common themes for three groups, I also conducted theme
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analysis on each group’s interview transcripts. The following sections display specific themes for
each group.
Group 1. Group members were satisfied with peer feedback despite their writing quality
Although Group 1’s writing products still contained many unresolved errors and unclear
sentences, all members appreciated helpful feedback from their peers that they believed could
improve their writing skills. Liz acknowledged that “They help me to check my incorrect
grammar and suggest some ideas to perfect my post.” (Liz, interview, 06/12/18) Lisa and Ann
also echoed Liz’s thoughts. They added,
Because, they can link me and my friends, a lot of errors that are easily detected but that I
usually find it hard to realize, and we can exchange learning experience with each other.
(Jess, interview, 06/12/18)
I received a lot of useful information about the problems by my friend’s comments. Their
feedback about my opinion also helps me a lots to improve my writing skill such as I
could see many mistakes of my sentences. (Ann, interview, 06/12/18)
Even though the variety of feedback they provided in both tasks did not improve their
final writing products, group members were satisfied with their collaboration. Lisa was aware
that she needed further writing practice, yet she admitted that she gained confidence after
receiving feedback from her friends. She noted that, “I feel more confident when writing but I
also have a lot of limitation in vocabulary and grammar and I thinks I need to practice more.”
(Lisa, interview, 06/12/18) Their shared optimism in the benefits of providing and receiving
feedback explains the dynamic interactions presented in Chapter 4. As shown in Tables 19–22,
this group employed a variety of language functions and actions to ask questions, support their
peers, and leave feedback for any errors that they could recognize.
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Group 2. Group members had unique opinions on writing collaboration in Google
Docs
Group 2 consisted of all male students and each of them performed differently throughout
the study (i.e., one member was very active whereas two others withdrew from the group
discussion in Task 1). Also, each member had different opinions on the pros and cons of
collaboration in Google Docs. When asked what motivated them to use Google Docs for writing,
Mike noted that this tool automatically saved his texts and he could retrieve the Google Docs at
anytime to make changes. Kevin did not answer this question directly; he only commented that
“Google Docs is very convenient for group discussions.” (Kevin, interview, 06/12/18). Jason was
interested in using Google Docs because it allowed him to chat and work with peers at the same
time whereas Jack liked that it allowed him to debate with his peers in English.
When asked what may de-motivate their writing collaboration in Google Docs their
responses also varied. Mike expressed that he still preferred writing by hand despite the many
conveniences that Google Docs offered. Kevin thought that Google Docs required internet
connection; otherwise, he could not use this tool for writing. Jason insisted that his group should
have selected a time slot in which all members could work together. Each member’s different
opinion on the same matter echoes Baxter and Jack’s (2008) belief that human behavior is
unique and changes overtime. In this group each member’s different perspective informed his
unique performance and action in Google Docs, as presented in Chapter 4. Jason, for example,
believed that it was hard for him to collaborate in Google Docs if everyone was not online at the
same time. This may help to explain his low level of engagement in writing Task 1.
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Group 3. Group members appreciated diverse opinions from peers
Group 3 was a mix genders of male and female students and produced high-quality
writing products in both tasks. When revisiting the rater’s comment on task achievement I
noticed that this group’s writing products received good feedback on idea development. As the
rater noted,
In Task 1, the paper arranges information and ideas coherently and there is a clear overall
progression. Each paragraph presents a clear central topic. In Task 2, the case report
sufficiently addresses all parts of the task and presents a well-developed response to the
question with relevant, extended and supported ideas and test results. (Rater comment,
01/22/2019)
When reflecting on their experiences collaborating with friends in Google Docs this
group was interested in diverse perspectives and opinions, which, as they believed, would help
with their development of ideas and supporting sentences. James, Mark, and Nancy, for example,
were interested in seeing how other members responded to new ideas that they may not have
thought of. Similarly, Alex was positive in both sharing and receiving diverse
opinions/comments on the same matter. He stated,
I feel better when I collaborate with my friends for writing in English. I like it because we
have many opinions to discuss and then, we could explain my opinions with many people
and receive some different comments from people who came from many different
backgrounds. (Alex interview, 06/12/18)
As Group 3 worked together in Google Docs they were able to share and combine
different perspectives on the same matter. Their reflection on such experiences backed up
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Storch’s (2007) argument that the collaborative group enables students to pool their linguistic
resources and ideas to con-construct the written texts.
Conclusion. This section reflects students’ perceptions and experiences of using Google
Docs to complete two collaborative writing tasks. I have presented some constraints and
affordances that Google Docs can offer for this type of writing and related with relevant theories,
student behaviors throughout the study, and their writing products. The next chapter will
summarize major findings in this dissertation and relate them to theories in the field.
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CHAPTER 5:
CONCLUSION
In this final chapter I summarize major findings of the dissertation and relate them to relevant
theories and studies. I also discuss theoretical contributions and pedagogical implications. I
conclude this chapter with my suggestions for future research directions in the same area.

Summary of Findings
This dissertation explored how EFL students completed two collaborative writing tasks in
Google Docs. My exploration centered on student interactions, scaffolding strategies, influence
of task types on collaboration, influence of collaboration on writing quality, and student
collaboration experiences. To get an in-depth understanding of student writing process and
quality, I designed this study as an exploratory multiple qualitative case study approach. A total
of 12 participants took part in this study and I assigned them into three groups. Each group
represented one case and there were three cases for this study. Each case was bounded by
students’ perspectives, experiences, and learning preferences. The data came from six primary
sources: surveys, observation of Google Docs pages, revision history in Google Docs, writing
products, reflection papers, and interview transcripts. The following paragraphs summarize the
main findings of this dissertation.
The first research question explored student participation in Google Docs-based
collaborative tasks by identifying how students employed strategies of interaction, contribution,
and scaffolding. Data analysis showed that each group exhibited different levels of mutuality and
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equality in Storch’s (2002) model of peer interaction, and that the amount of contribution varied
by each member. In this study, participants employed a variety of scaffolding strategies such as
affective involvement, contingent responsivity, and sharing experience.
The second research question examined whether task type has any influence on student
collaboration. I found that the interaction patterns of each group changed when students worked
on another task. However, these results did not provide conclusive evidence to draw conclusions
regarding the influence of task type on student collaboration.
The third research question identified whether Google Docs-based collaboration has any
influence on student writing quality. Because student writing quality did not improve or change
in accordance with the collaboration patterns, I am thus not able to establish the correlation
between student collaboration and their writing quality in this dissertation.
The fourth research question investigated student perceptions and experiences in the
collaborative process. Concerning student perception before and after the experience, two keys
ideas require further discussion. First, all members (except for Jack in Group 2) were very
positive about teamworking in Google Docs. Developing communication skill, reducing time
spent on assignments, and receiving peer support are but three benefits worth noting here. After
the experiments, although most of them reported benefits such as receiving input from peers and
being able to expand essays, they also acknowledged challenges such as equal participation and
group interaction. It is likely that the writing collaboration drew student attention to these
challenges that they may not have been aware of. Second, Jack in Group 2 was different from the
other study participants in that he believed teamwork would not be helpful in his academic
learning. However, analysis of his interview revealed a visible change in the way he perceived
teamworking following the writing activities. As he admitted in the interview, teamworking via
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Google Docs collaboration did facilitate the completion of his group project by saving time while
enhancing discussion with others. Taken together, these differences among the study participants
tentatively suggests that Google Docs-based collaboration could indeed influence student
perception and experience before and after the writing activities.

Relating Findings to Relevant Theories and Studies
Student interaction. In this dissertation I described student interaction by relating their
performance in Google Docs to Storch’s (2012) model of peer interaction. I determined student
performance by type and frequency of language function and contribution. This model also
displayed the level of task engagement (mutuality) and task completion (equality).
This model allowed me to describe how students interacted in each writing task. Group 1 was
mostly collaborative in Task 1 but then switched to the expert/novice pattern in Task 2. Their
interaction was almost equal in the first task, but then one member became dominant in the
second task. Group 2, on the other hand, exhibited a dominant/passive model in Task 1 and then
dominant/dominant pattern in Task 2. In these groups, two members were active whereas two
others did not contribute to Task 1 completion. However, all of them attempted to complete Task
2 but they did not pay much attention to each other’s contributions. Group 3 exhibited their own
interaction patterns in that they were mostly collaborative in Task 1, but one member became
dominant in Task 2, thus moving their interaction to the dominant/passive pattern.
These Google Docs-based interaction patterns (e.g., dominant/passive or
dominant/dominant) reinforced Storch’s (2002) model that displays how study participants
interacted with each other in a small group. These patterns were also similar to those in previous
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studies (Abrams, 2016; ; Li, 2014; Li & Kim 2016; Li & Zhu, 2011) that also explored student
dynamic interaction in technology-mediated collaborative writing.
Types of contribution. I classified student actions in Google Docs based on their types
of contribution (language related and non-language related). I divided each type into smaller
categories such as form, meaning and format. By coding student actions into these categories, I
could observe to what they paid more attention, either formatting texts or editing language, when
they worked together. Results pointed out that Group 1 focused on non-language related
contributions (e.g., formatting the text or adding text to discuss with peers), whereas Group 2 and
Group 3 spent more time on language related contributions (e.g., correcting spelling, adding texts
to construct the essay). Kessler, Bikowski and Boggs’ (2012) previously implemented this
classification model in their study. The student action categories in both my study and theirs had
a strong resemblance. Therefore, future researchers of Google Docs-based collaborative writing
may consider using this model for observing student actions.
Scaffolding strategies. My study recorded a variety of scaffolding strategies that student
employed when they worked with their peers. By referring to previous studies (de Guerrero &
Villamil, 2000; Li, 2013; Li & Kim, 2016; Lidz, 1991; Rommetveit, 1985; Schwieter, 2010;
Wood et al., 1976), I was able to appropriately identify and name specific scaffolding strategies
that occurred throughout the study. For instance, Lidz (1991) defined affective involvement as an
act of showing deep feelings for a suggestion. This definition helped my interpretation of the
discourse Thank you for sharing with me a good example as a scaffold under the term affective
involvement. Some scaffolding strategies that occurred with high frequency were affective
involvement, change, task regulation, and meaning. In my dissertation I noticed that the type and
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number of scaffolds varied among the three groups. That is, each group had their own strategies
for supporting peers.
Task types and student interaction. As Sato and Ballinger (2016) mentioned, task type
is an important variable that may influence small group collaboration. As such, I also explored
the impact of task types on collaborative writing activities. Specifically, I was interested in
determining whether the difference in task writing genres (e.g., an argumentative essay versus a
medical report) can change student interaction. I found that three groups in this study changed
their interaction patterns when they started working on another type of task. However, analysis
of student writing activities and reflections resulted in mixed results. I determined the specific
reason why each group changed their interaction pattern: task difficulty (Group 1), task
familiarity (Group 2), and unequal labor division (Group 3). Whether task type could influence
student interaction cannot be determined after inconclusive results.
Student collaboration and writing products. Li (2018) listed some previous studies
(Elola & Oskoz, 2010; Kuteeva, 2011; Li & Zhu, 2017b; Strobl, 2014) that investigated student
writing qualities after working with peers in a technology-mediated environment. In this
dissertation, the correlation between student collaboration and writing quality could not be
determined. Specifically, the overall writing quality of the three groups did not change
significantly even though their interaction patterns changed. This result was consistent with
studies (Elola & Oskoz, 2010; Kuteeva, 2011; Strobl, 2014) that examined the impact of
collaborative writing on the fluency, accuracy, and complexity of the writing products.
Student perceptions and experiences. In this dissertation, six themes characterized
student perceptions and experiences. Analysis of student interview transcripts showed that they
perceived both the constraints and affordances of collaborative writing and Google Docs.
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Although the three groups faced challenges with writing academic English, they still perceived
the benefits of collaborative writing and using Google Docs to enhance their collaboration
experience. Previous researchers (Elola & Oskoz, 2010; Li & Zhu, 2013; Kuteeva, 2011)
identified similar themes in their studies. Each group also presented their own perspectives
regarding their writing collaboration. Group 1 were generally satisfied with the feedback they
received from peers despite the low writing quality of their texts. Each participant in Group 2
had different opinions about the pros and cons of Google Docs. Group 3 appreciated diverse
ideas in collaborative tasks and they believed that their content would improve if they had rich
sources of ideas before writing. Overall, by relating student actions and experiences to relevant
theories and studies, I could understand, interpret, and analyze all sources of data. The analysis
of data through the lens of sociocultural theory, zone of proximal development, and scaffolding
developed my understanding of how study participants collaborated and experienced Google
Docs-based collaborative writing.
Google Docs and other Web 2.0 tools. Akin to studies (Arnold, Ducate, & Kost, 2012;
Bikowski & Vithanage, 2016; Kessler & Bikowski, 2010; Lee, 2010) exploring applications of
Web 2.0 such as Wiki and Moodle in second language writing, this dissertation also recorded the
constraints and affordances of using Google Docs to facilitate collaborative writing. Four
challenges were present in this dissertation: (1) students’ limited language proficiency, (2)
different ideas and opinions from group members, (3) unequal participation among peers, and (4)
technological glitches during collaboration. These challenges, and those discussed in the
previous studies, suggest that language practitioners need to provide their students with the
necessary resources prior to implementing Web 2.0 platforms into the language curriculum.
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Theoretical Contributions
Drawing from the constructs of zone of proximal development and scaffolding, this dissertation
added further insight into the application of sociocultural theory in foreign language teaching.
This dissertation demonstrates the relevance between the theoretical constructs of sociocultural
theory and the context of Vietnam, where the concept of technology-mediated collaborative
writing has received scant attention in research literature. The description of how study
participants supported each other throughout the study reinforced the value of sociocultural
theory in second/foreign language writing.
The results in this dissertation have validated the theoretical constructs of sociocultural
theory. For instance, study participants indicated their interest in collaborating with peers was
due to their ability to provide mutual feedback and share ideas, which, as they believed, would
help them achieve language accuracy and fluency. Their reflection supported Vygotsky’s (1978)
emphasis that learning is both a social and individual activity. Further, students reported that peer
feedback assisted them in correcting errors of which they were not aware. This example
illustrated the benefit of zone of proximal development in collaborative writing in which a
knowledgeable person can help a novice person in solving language problems.
The dissertation findings also provided further evidence supporting research literature in
technology-mediated collaborative writing. Students’ positive experiences at the end of the study
also highlighted the benefits of collaborative writing and online platforms (e.g., wiki, Google
Docs) in improving student writing skill. Some inconclusive results such as the impact of writing
task types on student interaction called for further research in this area.
Study participants in this dissertation experienced collaborative writing in Google Docs
for their first time and both positive and negative results were recorded. The findings in this

150
dissertation could be generalized, albeit with caution, because of the similar variables discussed
in this dissertation: study participants (EFL students in a developing country), language course
(an ESP course for pre-service medical professionals), and Google Docs experience (first-time
writing collaboration in Google Docs). The study’s context, study participants, and data
collection procedures discussed in Chapters 1 and 3 may well serve as viable signposts for future
studies seeking to explore similar student writing output in a collaborative setting.
Overall, this dissertation contributes to the research diversity in exploring collaborative
writing through the lens of sociocultural theory. It also supports the coding schemes (e.g.,
language function, type of contribution, scaffolding strategies) that were developed in previous
studies and enabled me to explore the collaborative process from a variety of data sources.

Pedagogical Implications
Integrating technologies into language teaching and learning is not a simple task to do. It
involves a great deal of effort and preparation. Based on the findings of this dissertation, I now
discuss some pedagogical implications for the implementation of Google Docs into second
language writing curriculum.
Attitude. In this dissertation, Group 1 changed their interaction from collective to
expert/novice patterns. Analysis of student reflection showed that after discussion, each member
was responsible for one or two sections and then they combined all sections together without
much editing or proofreading. In Group 3, due to her busy schedules, Nancy asked her peer to
take over her work. Therefore, the level of mutuality and equality in Task 2 was unbalanced
among members and they could not take much advantage of peer-reviewing and mutual
scaffolding. These findings suggested that student attitude is important in collaborative writing.
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It does not mean students will divide the workload equally among members and each member
will work on his or her part. Instead, all members must be mutually engaged in discussing and
sharing ideas to co-construct written texts that reflect all the participants’ contributions. This is
particularly necessary if we would like to assign expert and novice students into one group. In
this case, the expert student may control the task whereas the novice student may lack the
confidence or ability to contribute to the group effort and therefore withdraw from group
collaboration. It is important that students should peer-review, ask questions, and correct errors if
they collaborate with peers. Therefore, to implement Google Docs-based collaborative tasks into
classrooms effectively, language instructors should ensure their students understand the nature as
well as requirements of this type of writing.
Challenges. As the analysis of student interviews revealed, students expressed their
challenges with grammar, vocabulary and ideas before the study. Although students may employ
scaffolding strategies to support each other, these challenges can hinder their effective writing in
collaborative tasks. To enhance student writing experiences, language instructors may consider
providing them with the necessary input, such as topic-related vocabulary, sentence structures,
and a writing sample. Moreover, students reflected in the interview that they did not have any
prior experience with collaborative writing. This term can be a new concept in some developing
countries where students are familiar with writing individually. Therefore, it is vital that students
be prepared with sufficient skills, such as team work or group planning so that they are confident
in joining group activities.
Technology. Most participants reported that they did not have previous experience with
using Google Docs for collaborative writing. Some had experience with this platform, but it was
not for writing purposes. Although participants in this study were instructed how to use Google
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Docs by watching a tutorial, they did not seem to become familiar with it right away. It is likely
that some students have not used this tool for educational purposes. Therefore, before
implementing Google Docs into writing classes, language instructors should consider preparing
students with this tool. They should be able to exploit all features in Google Docs, such as
leaving comments or editing text. These features may seem easy to expert Google Docs users but
can present some challenges for people who have not used it before.
Preparation for a specific task type. This dissertation presented the challenges that
students encountered when they attempted to complete a medical report. As Group 1 members
indicated in their reflection, a medical report is more challenging than an argumentative essay
because it requires significant amount of background knowledge and proper use of medical
terminology. Consequently, writing a medical report is not easy, especially when students are
required to work in a collaborative setting. Therefore, teachers may provide targeted instruction
concerning the structure, language input, and ideas before students begin work in their respective
groups. To promote and strengthen student collaboration, language teachers may also consider
providing formal training in writing a medical report and even invite a knowledgeable person
such as an experienced physician into their classrooms to share additional writing strategies for
the benefits of students. Students should also have opportunities to attend workshops where
medical professionals can provide them the necessary resources and knowledge that will
ultimately provide additional supports in writing their medical reports.

Limitations
This study was conducted in a short amount of time. Though the study lasted for nine weeks,
students completed two collaborative tasks within six weeks. For this reason, the study may not
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cover all the aspects of the writing collaboration taking place. However, I hope that, with careful
examination of the phenomenon and triangulation of data, this study is still able to describe the
whole collaborative process in a comprehensive manner.
Additionally, as I have previous work experience at the research site, it is likely that the
student collaborative process and data analysis may be influenced by my subjectivity. To avoid
potential bias throughout the study, I invited another doctoral student to take part in the data
analysis and remain cognizant of my role as a researcher.
It was likely that some participants were shy and that they may not be willing to express
their personal perspectives during the interview. To avoid this problem, I asked the cooperating
teacher at the research site to conduct the interview, thereby encouraging students to provide
their honest observations and experiences during the interview.
In this dissertation, there is a potential for bias in that the IELTS Writing Task 2 band
descriptors did not align with the writing task type (i.e., a medical report) being tested and,
furthermore, that the raters were not certified to use the IELTS rubric. The main source of
uncertainty is in Tables 38 and 41 where the scores for each group’s writing product are
captured. Important to note here is the fact that student writing quality in this dissertation was not
determined by these scores alone. Two other sources, error types and rater comments, as
mentioned in Chapter 3, were independent from the IELTS Writing Task 2 band descriptors.
These sources informed each group’s writing quality and, therefore, could help minimize such
bias. As before, any scores should be interpreted with caution.
Future Research Directions
It should be noted that although technology-mediated collaborative writing can facilitate task
completion, it does not automatically lead to participant “taking a collaborative approach” (Li &
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Kim, 2016, p. 39). A variety of external factors, such as student backgrounds and learning
preferences need to be thoroughly considered. Therefore, further research in this area remains
necessary.
Because technology changes every day, new online platforms, including Edublogs and
Etherpad, have created more opportunities for language learners. To develop further expertise in
technology-enhanced collaborative writing, future research may explore the potential as well as
the challenges of using these tools for collaborative writing. Further, most research has focused
on investigating collaborative writing activities in the English language; not many studies have
been conducted on languages such as Chinese and Vietnamese. As each language is different
from one another, it is nearly impossible to generalize English as a Second Language (ESL) or
English as Foreign Language (EFL) contexts into other language contexts (Manchon, 2009).
Future research may thus examine the nature of collaborative writing in Chinese and Vietnamese
and contribute to the knowledge in this field. Given the diversity of Web 2.0 tools, it becomes
necessary to explore technology-enhanced collaborative writing from a more comprehensive
vantage point.
Furthermore, although a variety of studies have explored technology-mediated
collaborative writing, most of them centered on the “short-term gains” or “improvements in
linguistic accuracy”, rather than the “learning outcomes of collaborative writing activities”
(Storch, 2013, p. 169). In the future, longitudinal studies can examine the learning outcomes
because the impact of collaborative writing is not evident after a single collaborative experience.
While the present dissertation could not determine the relationship between task type and
student interaction, as Sato and Ballinger (2016) stated, task type can indeed serve as a variable
impacting student writing activity. Given the diversity of writing genres, including but not
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limited to argumentation, exposition, and comparison, it is only prudent that future studies
continue to investigate the variables heretofore discussed in this dissertation before firm
conclusions can be suggested. The writing process is as intricate as ever, and future studies will
do well in exploring further the results obtained in this study. This dissertation is a first step in
that direction.
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APPENDIX A:
INVITATION
Dear students,
My name is Quang Nam Pham and I am currently a Ph.D. candidate at the University of South
Florida. This semester, I am conducting a study called:
“EFL Students’ Collaborative Writing in Google Docs: A Multiple Case Study”
This study aims to examine how second language students interact during their collaborative
writing work on Google Docs. This study, involving English language learners in Vietnam, may
be useful for writing language teachers and learners. The focus is how interactions in the online
collaborative environment can help students complete writing tasks and improve their writing
skills.
It is assumed that using Google Docs for collaborative writing will allow you to be exposed to
meaningful input and have interactions with peers. Then, you will be able to transform the input
receive into your own knowledge and subsequently provide output during your language
production. Therefore, taking part in this study is expected to assist you in developing your second
language writing skills.
If you take part in this study, an informed consent will be sent to you. Then, you will complete two
collaborative writing tasks in Google Docs in a group of 4 members. After that, you will complete
a reflection and have an interview with the researcher through Skype upon your completion of two
tasks. The interview will last no longer than 30 minutes each.
A total number of 12 students are needed in this study. You are free to participate in this research
or withdraw at any time. There will be no penalty or loss of benefits you are entitled to receive if
you stop taking part in this study. Taking part in this study will not affect your course grade or
student status.
If you would like to take part in this study or have any questions, please email me at
namquangpham@mail.usf.edu. Your participation in this study is highly appreciated.
Looking forward to hearing from you.
Sincerely,
Quang Nam Pham
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APPENDIX B:
LIST OF STUDENTS REPLYING TO THE INVITATION
No
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Name

Phone

Gmail Address
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APPENDIX C:
IRB APPROVAL AND INFORMED CONSENT
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Informed Consent to Participate in Research
Information to Consider Before Taking Part in this Research Study
Pro # 00034124
You are being asked to take part in a research study. Research studies include only people who
choose to take part. This document is called an informed consent form. Please read this information
carefully and take your time making your decision. Ask the researcher or study staff to discuss this
consent form with you, please ask him/her to explain any words or information you do not clearly
understand. The nature of the study, risks, inconveniences, discomforts, and other important
information about the study are listed below.
We are asking you to take part in a research study called:
“EFL Students’ Collaborative Writing in Google Docs: A Multiple Case Study”
The person who is in charge of this research study is Mr. Quang Nam Pham. This person is called
the Principal Investigator. However, other research staff may be involved and can act on behalf of
the person in charge. This research is also being guided by Dr. John Liontas from the Department
of Teaching and Learning.
The research will be conducted on 12 participants from the University of Medicine and Pharmacy
in Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam.
Purpose of the study
In this study, the researcher plans to explore how Vietnamese undergraduate English as Foreign
Language (EFL) students engage in collaborative writing in Google Docs. Specifically, the
researcher is interested in exploring their writing processes and products as they complete the
writing tasks in a Google Docs-based environment.
Why are you being asked to take part?
We are asking you to take part in this research study because you are an English language learner
and are enrolled in an English for Specific Purposes (ESP) course (coded as ENG 202).
Study Procedures:
If you take part in this study, everything will be done entirely online. Specifically, you will be
asked to collaborate with 3 other students in Google Docs to complete two writing tasks. The
necessary steps to implement Google Docs into this study are as follow:


After receiving your signed consent form, the researcher will send you a link to a YouTube
video that explains how writing collaboration works in Google Docs. To use Google Docs,
participants not already set up with a Gmail account will have to create one.
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Next, the researcher will create a Google Docs page for each group and invite group
members to become collaborators, giving them the ability to edit and make changes, but
not the ability to invite other people onto the platform. There will be two Google Docs
pages for this study; each student will work only on his or her group and will not be able
to see the other group’s work.



The researcher will then post two writing tasks on Google Docs pages as well as the link
to the public version of IELTS Writing Task 2 band descriptor (British Council).
There are two writing tasks in this study. Task 1 will require students to produce an
argumentative essay while Task 2 will focus on writing a case report from a doctor’s
perspective. Figure 1 illustrates a sample Google Docs page for students.



Figure 1. An illustration of a sample Google Doc page
Argumentative essay. This task asks students to give their opinion on whether health insurance
should be free for all Vietnamese citizens. To complete this task, students must explore the topic,
collect and evaluate evidence, and develop their stance. Their response should be written in
approximately 500 words and consist of the following components: (a) a concise thesis statement
in the first paragraph of the essay; (b) clear transitions between paragraphs in the essay; (c) body
paragraphs that support their stance through convincing examples or evidence; and (d) a
conclusion that best re-addresses the topic. When collaborating with peers in Google Docs for this
task, students must negotiate and come up with a stance for their group. They may then brainstorm
for supporting ideas and collect relevant examples. Their communication must be in English, and
they will click on Add a comment button when they want to communicate with their peers. When
all ideas have been made available, they will begin writing by composing a text in the main page.
Like Microsoft Word application, students can change font size, edit text color, delete a sentence
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or insert a table. However, Google Docs also allows students to compose and edit texts
synchronously or asynchronously.
Medical case report. This type of medical writing genre is more challenging than the
argumentative essay because it requires the vivid imagination of students and detailed descriptions
of scientific observations in clinical trials. A typical format of a case report encompasses six
sections: an abstract, an introduction with a brief literature review, a description of the case, a
discussion of the case, a summary, and a conclusion. Among these sections, the discussion of the
case plays the most critical role since it must provide an accurate assessment of the patient’s
condition, warrant the uniqueness and validity of the case by comparing with previous literature,
propose new knowledge, and make helpful recommendations for treatment. To complete this task,
participants should come up with a specific scenario via their initiation and negotiation of ideas in
Google Docs. During their discussion, each group member will suggest references and writing
samples. Each member is expected to engage in this task by checking Google Docs regularly,
reviewing guidance on writing a case report, and making timely contributions.


At the end of the study, each participant will have an interview with the researcher through
Skype. The interview will last no longer than 30 minutes each. The main purpose of the
interview is to seek your perspectives, feelings and experiences after completing two
collaborative writing tasks in Google Docs. With the support of an audio-recording
software, the Skype interviews will be recorded and transcribed. Each will be destroyed at
the conclusion of the research.

Total Number of Participants
About 12 individuals will take part in this study
Alternatives/ Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal
You have the alternative to choose not to participate in this research study.
You should only take part in this study if you want to volunteer. You should not feel that there is
any pressure to take part in the study. You are free to participate in this research or withdraw at
any time. There will be no penalty or loss of benefits you are entitled to receive if you stop taking
part in this study. Taking part in this study will not affect your course grade or student status.
Benefits
It is assumed that using Google Docs for collaborative writing will allow you to be exposed to
meaningful input and have interactions with peers. Then, you will be able to transform the input
receive into your own knowledge and subsequently provide output during your language
production. Therefore, taking part in this study is expected to assist you in developing your second
language writing skills. In addition, you will have valuable opportunities to explore a newer way
of writing practice and can reflect your personal experiences on collaborative writing through the
interview. In appreciation of their time and effort, each participant will be given a gift card equal
to an amount of $10 upon the completion of the study.
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Risks or Discomfort
This research is considered to be minimal risk. That means that the risks associated with this study
are the same as what you face every day. There are no known additional risks to those who take
part in this study.
Compensation
In appreciation of your time and effort, each participant will be given a gift card equal to an amount
of $10 upon the completion of the study.
Costs
There will be no additional costs to you as a result of being in this study.
Privacy and Confidentiality
Participants in this study complete all activities in the online environment (Google Docs for writing
and Skype for interviewing) with their identity being kept secret. The study is completely different
from other courses that participants are taking. Therefore, their final grade in these courses will
not be affected, even when they are unable to complete tasks in the study.
We must keep your study records as confidential as possible. Your identity will be protected to the
fullest extent possible throughout the period of research and thereafter, should the research be
published. Any information obtained in connection with this study that can be identified with you
will remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your explicit permission. All information
collected from interviews and observation will be stored on the principal investigator’s computer
secured with password, and the paper records will be stored in the principal investigator’s file
cabinets. They will be used for this research for up to five years and will be destroyed at the end of
the fifth year.
However, certain people may need to see your study records. By law, anyone who looks at your
records must keep them completely confidential. The only people who will be allowed to see these
records are:
The research team, including the Principal Investigator and his faculty advisor.
Certain government and university people who need to know more about the study. For
example, individuals who provide oversight on this study may need to look at your
records. This is done to make sure that we are doing the study in the right way. They also
need to make sure that we are protecting your rights and your safety. These include:



The University of South Florida Institutional Review Board (IRB) and the staff that
work for the IRB. Other individuals who work for USF that provide other kinds of
oversight may also need to look at your records.
The Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS).

We may publish what we learn from this study. If we do, we will not let anyone know your name.
We will not publish anything else that would let people know who you are.
You can get the answers to your questions, concerns, or complaints
If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this study, or experience an unanticipated
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problem, call Mr. Quang Nam Pham at (813) 317-4613.
If you have questions about your rights as a participant in this study, or have complaints, concerns
or issues you want to discuss with someone outside the research, call the USF IRB at (813) 9745638 or email at RSCH-IRB@usf.edu.
Consent to Take Part in this Research Study
I freely give my consent to take part in this study. I understand that by signing this form I am
agreeing to take part in research. I have received a copy of this form to take with me.
_____________________________________________
Signature of Person Taking Part in Study

____________
Date

_____________________________________________
Printed Name of Person Taking Part in Study
Statement of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
I have carefully explained to the person taking part in the study what he or she can expect from
their participation. I confirm that this research subject speaks the language that was used to explain
this research and is receiving an informed consent form in their primary language. This research
subject has provided legally effective informed consent.
______________________________________________________________ _______________
Signature of Person obtaining Informed Consent
Date
______________________________________________________________
Printed Name of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
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APPENDIX D:
SURVEY
This survey aims to collect your educational background, language proficiency and learning
experiences. Your information will be used sole for my study on the application of Google Docs
in English language writing. Please provide the answers as truly as possible. Your information will
be highly confidential. If you have any questions, please send me an email at
namquangpham@mail.usf.edu. Your cooperation is highly appreciated.

Participant: ___________________________________________
1. Your gender:
 Male
2. Your age:

 Female

 Unspecified

______

3. What is your current major at this university? _____________________________
4. What is your current English language proficiency?
 Elementary
 Pre-intermediate
 Upper-intermediate

 Intermediate
 Advanced

5. What is your attitude towards learning English?
 Very negative
 Positive

 Negative
 Very positive

 Neutral

Please provide the reason(s) for your choice:
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
6. How is your English writing skill?
 Very poor
 Above Average

 Below average
 Excellent

 Average

7. Please list some difficulties that you often encounter when writing in English?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
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8. How is your computer skill?
 Very poor
 Above Average

 Below average
 Excellent

 Average

9. How many hours do you use computer a day? _________
10. What do you use computer for?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
11. What is your attitude towards using computer for learning?
 Very negative
 Positive

 Negative
 Very positive

 Neutral

Please provide the reason(s) for your choice:
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
12. Do you like working in team or group?
 Definitely Not
 Very Probably

 Probably Not
 Definitely

 Probably

Please provide the reason(s) for your choice:
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
13. Have you ever used Google Docs before?
 Yes

 No

If yes, what did you use it for?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
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APPENDIX E:
WRITING TASKS

Task 1. In about 500 words, please respond to the following question:
Do you think that health insurance should be free of charge for everyone? Why or why not? Please
use relevant evidence / examples to support your claim.

Task 2. In about 2-3 pages, please respond to this situation:
Imagine that you are treating a patient with a serious disease. Please write a case report for this
patient.
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APPENDIX F:
REFLECTION
After completing Task 1, please reflect your personal viewpoints by answering FIVE
questions below. Please be specific in your response.
1. What are your feelings after completing this task?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
2. How did you complete this task?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
3. How did you participate in the collaborative work? What challenges did you encounter for
this task?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
4. How did other members in your group contribute to the writing product? Please describe in
detail.)
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
5. Do you think that Google Docs helps your task completion and collaboration? Why or Why
not? Please explain.
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
After completing Task 2, please reflect your personal viewpoints by answering SIX
questions below. Please be specific in your response.
6. What are your feelings after completing this task?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
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7. How did you complete this task?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
8. How did you participate in the collaborative work? What challenges did you encounter for
this task?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
9. How did other members in your group contribute to the writing product? Please describe in
detail.
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
10. Do you think that Google Docs helps your task completion and collaboration? Why or Why
not? Please explain.
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
11. Please describe any differences that you noticed when completing Task 2
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
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APPENDIX G:
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
1. How often do you practice writing in English?
2. What do you like best when writing in English?
3. What are your major challenges when writing in English?
4. Who do you often collaborate with for writing in English? If yes, how did you do it - online or
in classroom settings? How do you feel with that?
5. Tell me your experiences of using Google Docs for collaborative writing?
6. How do you feel when you collaborate with your friends for writing in English? Do you like
it? Why?
7. How do you like the idea of using Google Docs for collaborating with your friends for English
writing? Please explain the reasons for your choice.
8. When reading your friends’ comments and feedback, how do they help you improve your
writing?
9. Why you think that interactions, such as suggesting or commenting, on Google Docs are
important?
10. What type of interactions did you make when you completed this project with your friends?
11. What type of interactions did you receive? How did they help you with your writing?
12. What factors motivate you to write in Google Docs?
13. What factors de-motivate you to write in Google Docs?
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12. How does Google Docs help you when writing your essay or peer-reviewing your friends’
writing?
13. To what extent that taking part in this project has helped you get more confidence for your
writing skill? Please explain the reasons for your choice?

